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PREFACE 


'This book results from a postdoctoral research project funded by the 
Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO). The project 
started with a research appointment in the Faculty of Theology at the 
University of Leiden, Netherlands. This book has been completed sub- 
sequently, with the final stretch being undertaken during my current 
job at the Faculty of Philosophy, Erasmus University Rotterdam. I am 
very much indebted to H‚J. Adriaanse for the support he gave as super- 
visor of this project and for the comments he made on drafts of the 
chapters in this book. Han Adriaanse's contribution to my education 
started when I was a student at the University of Leiden. I owe him a 
lot. 

Wim Janse deserves a special word of thanks for his willingness to 
publish this book in Brill’s Series in Church History, for the careful way in 
which he commented on the manuscript, and for his good counsel. 
When the funding bid was initially submitted it was supported by 
Ernestine van der Wall and Theo Verbeek. I am grateful for their 
support. In writing this book I have continued to profit from their good 
advice, on literature and otherwise. 

Part of the work for this book was done in the very inspiring and 
productive environment of the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton 
(USA). 'This occurred during the second term of 2002. I am indebted 
to the faculty—to Jonathan Israel in particular—and to other members 
and staff in the School of Historical Studies for their contribution to 
what for me was a significant experience. The Institute for Advanced 
Study is a great venue for research and conversation. I have also prof- 
ited from visits to Edinburgh and Cambridge in 2000-2001, and I 
appreciate the hospitality of Rutherford House, Edinburgh, and Tyn- 
dale House, Cambridge. I also appreciate conversations with various 
individuals, including M.A. Stewart, during these visits. 

More generally, I am indebted to many individuals who offered var- 
ious kinds of help. These include Mark Dambrink, Fred van Lieburg, 
Geurt Henk van Kooten, Martin Mulsow, Andries Raath, Jacob van 
Sluis, and the late Theo Veen. I am indebted to all who made sugges- 
tions on literature, some of whom are mentioned in the footnotes. A 
book is written in (and indebted to) a context, and I wish to thank my 
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former colleagues at the University of Leiden, Wim Drees, Theo Het- 
tema, Rico Sneller, Peter Bloemendaal, and Petruschka Schaafsma for 
what they contributed to my work. I am indebted to my current col- 
leagues at the Erasmus University Rotterdam, Wiep van Bunge, Han 
van Ruler, Henri Krop, Ruben Buys, Paul Schuurman, Bart Leeuwen- 
burgh, and Piet Steenbakkers, for a motivating environment, for the 
opportunity to complete this book, and for good advice received. 

This book could not have been written without assistance of various 
sorts provided by libraries in many places. I am indebted especially 
to all libraries who provided microfilms, microfiches or photocopies of 
rare works. While I am unable to mention all who deserve gratitude, I 
wish to thank Ida G. Boers, Louise Yeoman, Jef Murray, and Bart Jan 
Spruyt. The bibliography of this book 1s also indebted to output from 
the Utrecht research group ‘Oude gereformeerde theologie,’ mentored 
by Willem van Asselt and Antoon Vos. I am very indebted to Lynn 
Quigley for her close reading of the manuscript and for her corrections 
of my English. For all remaining mistakes, in English and any other 
language, I am responsible. I also wish to thank Hendrik van Leusen 
from Brill Academic Publishers for his co-operation. 

At a number of conferences and meetings I have given talks whose 
content, to a greater or lesser extent, found its way into this book. At a 
meeting of the philosophical society ‘Medium Aevum’ in 2001 I spoke 
on Voetius's and Van Mastricht's views on conscience. In 2002 a dis- 
tributed paper on ‘Divine and natural right in Voetius, Van Mastricht 
and Driessen: theological and political perspectives’ was discussed in 
the Early Modern History Workshop that Jonathan Israel organised in 
the School of Historical Studies, Institute for Advanced Study, Prince- 
ton. At the Society for Reformation Studies conference of 2003, held in 
Cambridge, I read a paper about *Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676): On 
Reformed Orthodoxy, Creation and Philosophy,’ and in the same year 
I offered a communication on ‘Miracles in Post-Reformation Theology: 
The Case of Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676) at the Summer Conference 
of the Ecclesiastical History Society in Exeter. I thank the participants 
in all of these meetings for their questions, remarks, and recommenda- 
tions. 

This book in part builds upon, continues, and corrects earlier work 
on the relation between Reformed orthodoxy and philosophy laid down 
especially in my dissertation on Suárez and Descartes, in the edition 
of early texts in which Jacobus Revius criticised Descartes's philoso- 
phy, and in lexicon entries on Voetius, Van Maastricht, and Driessen. 


PREFACE XI 


My dependence on these earlier works is acknowledged here. In this 
book some material is carried over (with improvements) from articles 
that I wrote earlier: ‘Anthonius Driessens theologische kritiek op de 
leibniziaans-wolffiaanse filosofie,’ in: A.H. Huussen (ed.), Onderwijs en 
onderzoek. Studie en wetenschap aan de Academie van Groningen in de 17e en 18e 
eeuw, Hilversum: Verloren 2003, 185-206, and ‘Anthonius Driessen con- 
tra Jacob Wittich: over God, de schepping en causaliteit,’ in: G. Cop- 
pens (ed.), Spinoza en de scholastiek, Leuven/ Leusden: Acco 2003, 53-68. 
I thank the publishers, Verloren (Hilversum) and Acco (Leuven), for 
their permission to carry over material from these earlier published 
texts. Insofar as there are any overlaps in formulation and content I 
thank Thoemmes Continuum (publisher of The Dictionary of Seventeenth 
and Eighteenth Century Dutch Philosophers, edited by Wiep van Bunge and 
others) and Metzler Verlag (publisher of the Lexikon christlicher Denker, 
edited by Markus Vinzent) for the permission to use, and quote from, 
my lexicon entries on Van Mastricht, Driessen, and Voetius that are 
mentioned in the footnotes in the introduction. For permission to quote 
from articles that I published earlier and that are mentioned in this 
book I also thank Uitgeverij Damon (Budel), Foedus Verlag (Wupper- 
tal), and Verlag Walter de Gruyter & Co. (Berlin). 
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INTRODUCTION 


1. Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy 


The study of post-Reformation Reformed theology has developed sig- 
nificantly over the past few decades. This is not least due to the fact that 
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Protestant theology has become 
less perceived as rigid in method and content, or as a deviation of 
the purer lines that would have been drawn by the Reformation. The 
view that ‘Calvin against the Calvinists'—the title of an article by Basil 
Hall—provides a correct motto for understanding Reformed orthodoxy 
has increasingly been abandoned. Studies by Richard A. Muller and 
others suggest a far greater amount of continuity between the Reform- 
ers and their successors, and an understanding of “scholasticism” as a 
“neutral” term referring to a method in the first instance.! 

The depreciative view of “scholasticism” was to some extent related 
to a more negative appreciation of the influence of philosophy, espe- 
cially Aristotelianism, on post-Reformation orthodoxy? This, however, 
in itself is a difficult approach to evaluating theology, for many Chris- 
tian writers since the Early Church period have in one way or another 
integrated philosophical views. Even the Reformers themselves are no 
univocal exception in this regard — Calvin, for example, has been called 


! See especially Muller's monumental Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics. The Rise 
and Development of Reformed Orthodoxy, ca. 1520 to ca. 1725, 4 vols., Grand Rapids 2003 
(on Calvin and Calvinists, for example I, 45), and also Muller's collection of essays, 
Afler Calvin. Studies in the Development of a Theological Tradition, Oxford/New York 2003 
(for a review, see Ch.B. Van Dixhoorn in WIJ 66 [2004] 227-230); C.R. True- 
man/R.S. Clark (eds.), Protestant Scholasticism. Essays in Reassessment, Carlisle 1999 (esp. 
the editors’ ‘Introduction,’ xi-xix); WJ. van Asselt/E. Dekker (eds.), Reformed Scholasti- 
cism. An Ecumenical Enterprise, Grand Rapids 2001 (esp. the editors’ ‘Introduction,’ 11-43); 
WJ. van Asselt/T'T.J. Pleizier/P.L. Rouwendal/PM. Wisse, Inleiding in de gereformeerde 
scholastiek, Zoetermeer 1998. 

? Otto Gründler, for instance, finished his book on Die Gotteslehre Girolamo Zanchis 
und ihre Bedeutung für seine Lehre von der Prädestination (Neukirchen 1965, 126) by saying: 
“In dem Maß, in dem unter dem Einfluß der thomistisch-aristotelischen Tradition die 
christozentrische Ausrichtung der Calvinischen Theologie einer kausalen Metaphysik 
im Denken seiner Nachfolger Platz machte, hörte die reformierte Theologie auf, The- 
ologie der Offenbarung zu sein." Cf. Muller, After Calvin, 66—67. 
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a “Platonist” in view of his conception of human soul and body? If it 
is true that orthodox Protestant theologians made more extensive use 
of philosophy than the Reformation itself, the question can be posed 
how they actually used philosophy. Or it can be asked what theological 
positions they held in areas that philosophers could also reckon to their 
territory. The present study attempts an investigation of this latter ques- 
tion with regard to a few selected Reformed theologians in the period 
from, roughly speaking, 1625 through 1750. 

This investigation focuses on three Dutch theologians: Gisbertus 
Voetius, Petrus van Mastricht, and Anthonius Driessen. All three of 
them belonged to the Reformed Church. Hence the question can be 
asked whether there 1s or needs to be anything specifically Reformed 
involved in this investigation.! A first answer to this is that the authors 
studied adhered to a confession that in this period had become one of 
the main streams of Protestantism, distinct from Lutheranism. This fact 
is enough to make the adjective ‘Reformed’ informative with regard 
to the theologians on whom the present study focuses. An interest- 
ing further question might be whether material differences are likely 
to surface in a comparative study of Reformed and Lutheran atti- 
tudes towards philosophy— which, however, is not the intention of this 
study. There are various theological differences between Reformed and 
Lutheran theology, and these are not insignificant? When Otto Ritschl 
published a book in 1927 on the “development of Lutheran ortho- 
doxy” one of his viewpoints was precisely its “contrast with Reformed 
theology.”® One of the disagreements between Calvinists and Luther- 
ans concerned Christology, and at this point Lutherans argued that 
Reformed theology revealed an excessive confidence in human reason.’ 


5 GH. Williams, The Radical Reformation, London 1962, 582. C£. P. Helm, John 
Calvin's Ideas, Oxford 2004, 129-132. 

^ A question by William Connell stimulated me to discuss this issue. 

5 Cf. J.W. Hofmeyr, Johannes Hoornbeeck as polemicus (PhD thesis Theologische Acade- 
mie uitgaande van de Johannes Calvijnstichting te Kampen, Kampen 1975), 151-161, 
and compare the areas of disagreement indicated in a modern document such as the 
Leuenberger Konkordie, and in the discussions about this document. In the nineteenth 
century a broad comparative study was written by M. Schneckenburger: Vergleichende 
Darstellung des lutherischen und reformirten Lehrbegriffs, Stuttgart 1855. 

9 See O. Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte des Protestantismus, IV, Das orthodoxe Luthertum im 
Gegensatz zu der reformierten Theologie und in der Auseinanderselzung mit dem Synkretismus, 
Göttingen 1927. 

7 J. Rohls, Philosophie und Theologie in Geschichte und Gegenwart, Tübingen 2002, 311— 
312. 
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Yet Lutheran theologian Johannes Hülsemann did not need the dis- 
agreement in Christology in order to bolster his severe criticism of 
Voetius's inaugural disputation. In 1655 he regarded the “miscellaneous 
themes (themata Quodlibetica)” that Voetius proposed in this disputation 
as "both useless in view of the object and entirely false in view of 
the principles of proof (tam ratione objecti inutilia, quam ratione principio- 
rum probandi plane falsa).” Hülsemann himself wished to write with a 
decidedly biblical orientation.? Some of the theological issues studied 
in this investigation—such as God's providence, the creation of the 
human soul? or the task of civil government—are likely to involve 
differences between Reformed and Lutheran theology. Doctrinal dif- 
ferences, of course, also exist between Reformed divinity and Roman 
Catholic theology, and these divergences also had philosophical impli- 
cations. Similar differences, however, do not constitute the object of 
this study. Moreover, the existence of confessional differences should 
not obscure the fact that along with these divergences went a consid- 
erable amount of commonly shared philosophical concepts, doctrines, 
and terminology. '° 

“Reformed orthodoxy" never ceased to exist and is, up to the present 
day, still a useful term to refer to those who adhere to the confessional 
standards of Reformed Christianity.!! The term can also, more specifi- 
cally, refer to Reformed Christians during a period starting in the six- 
teenth century and concluding in the eighteenth century. “Reformed 
Orthodoxy,” writes Richard Muller, “indicates both the confessionally 
defined teaching of the Reformed churches and the era, circa 1565 


8 Cf. J.F Buddeus, Zsagoge historico-theologica ad theologiam universam singulasque eius partes, 
I, Leipzig 1730, 358b, 375a, referring to Hülsemann’s preface in his book Diatribe 
scholastica de auxilüs gratiae. See J. Hülsemann, Diatribe scholastica de auxiliis gratiae, Leipzig 
1655, preface; for the quote see [viii], and cf. also [ix]-[xii]. The index at the end of the 
volume speaks of “ Voetii perversa disputandi ratio." 

9 Williams, The Radical Reformation, 582: “Where Luther was a traducianist, Calvin 
was a creationist, holding that each soul is created by God in the fetal stage" (see below, 
Chapter 4). 

10 With regard to metaphysics, see modern studies such as J.-F. Courtine, Suarez et le 
système de la métaphysique, Paris 1990; U.G. Leinsle, Das Ding und die Methode. Methodische 
Konstitution und Gegenstand der frühen protestantischen Metaphysik, 2 vols., Augsburg 1985 (see 
also idem, Einführung in die scholastische Theologie, Paderborn 1995). More generally, see 
Muller, Post- Reformation Refomed Dogmatics, L, e.g. 72. 

11 Cf. Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, 1, 29 and, on the persistent “his- 
torical import of late sixteenth- and seventeenth-century elaborations of Reformed 
thought”: Ph. Benedict, Christ's Churches Purely Reformed. A Social History of Calvinism, New 
Haven/London 2002, 298. 
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to circa 1725, during which Reformed theologians made their great- 
est effort in the definition and defense of that confessional teaching.” 
When used in this narrower meaning the term also refers to what 
has been called an “institutional theology" that elaborated its adher- 
ence to Reformed doctrine with scholastic means.'? Reformed ortho- 
doxy thus designates a Church with a Reformed doctrine that 1s artic- 
ulated in confessional statements and explained with the help of the 
methods used in the schools at the time.'* The chronological aspects 
of Reformed orthodoxy have been defined in different ways, and they 
remain open for discussion. The beginning of orthodoxy has been 
dated at John Calvin's death in 1564 and its end at the time when in 
Geneva the standards of Dordt were declared no longer binding, that 
is in 1725. A more extended period has also been suggested, starting 
in about 1565 and ending in about 1775, when a final sub-period con- 
cluded that began in 1725.5 It seems indeed more plausible to extend 
the age of orthodoxy beyond the year 1725: at least as far as the Nether- 
lands are concerned any account of Reformed orthodoxy should be 
able to include the work of, for instance, Bernhardinus de Moor, who 
counts as the one of the latest exponents of Voetian theology." The 
final decades of Reformed orthodoxy can be interpreted as revealing a 
decline in Reformed theology.'? 


12 Muller, After Calvin, 36. 

15 Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, 1, 28 (cf. 30, 33, 37, 39, 42, 60, 63); on 
scholasticism: 34-37 and idem After Calvin, 27-33, 75-78. 

14 Cf. Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, I, 27-84. 

15 ©. Fatio, ‘Orthodoxie II. Reformierte Orthodoxie,’ TRE XXV, Berlin/New York 
1995, 485-497, here 488. 

16 Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, I, 30-32, 60-84, where a distinction 
is made between “Early Orthodoxy” (with a subdivision extending from “ca. 1565 
1618-1640”), “High Orthodoxy” (“ca. 1640-1685-1725”) and “Late Orthodoxy.” These 
periods also in Muller, After Calvin, 4—7, where (7) the end of “Late Orthodoxy” is dated 
in 1775. 

17 Cf. J. van den Berg, ‘Het stroomlandschap van de Gereformeerde Kerk in Ned- 
erland tussen 1650 en 1750,’ in: EG.M. Broeyer/E.G.E. van der Wall (ed.), Een richtin- 
genstryd in de Gereformeerde Kerk. Voetianen en Coccganen 1650-1750, Zoetermeer 1994, 9-27, 
here 21-23. Muller also mentions De Moor as a representative of “late orthodoxy,” 
Post- Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, 32, 83; for a discussion of characteristics and names 
pertaining to these periods, see 60-84. On De Moor, see D. Nauta, ‘Moor, Bernhardi- 
nus de,’ BLGNP III, 273-276. 

'8 Such a decline in theology was observed, for example, by Herman Bavinck 
(Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, I, 5th ed., Kampen 1967, 160-161, 163—164). Cf. Muller, Post- 
Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, L, 32, 84. 


INTRODUCTION 5 
2. Dutch Reformed Theology and its Broader Significance 


This investigation seeks to understand better how Dutch Reformed 
theology integrated and responded to philosophical views in the period 
from 1625 through 1750, or at least to reconstruct and analyse Re- 
formed theological reflections in several specific areas that can be re- 
garded as, more or less, falling within the competence of philosophy 
also. The focus is more in particular on three theologians and on 
several areas of theological doctrine. Before introducing these, it may be 
appropriate to make a few remarks on the broader significance of the 
Dutch university theologians’ work. Dutch theology had a considerable 
international significance, especially in the seventeenth century, and 
theology itself was closely related to a Church that had a real impact 
on society. 

One of the indications of the international significance of Dutch the- 
ology in the seventeenth century is the high amount of foreign stu- 
dents at Dutch universities during the second quarter of the seventeenth 
century.” In the seventeenth century, Dutch universities “arguably out- 
stripped all other European countries, including England and France, 
in the scope and general significance of academic achievement." More- 
over, “the three leading Dutch universities—Leiden, Utrecht, and Fra- 
neker—collectively formed an academic forum which was internation- 
al, and pan-European, at least within the Protestant sphere, to a greater 
extent than was found anywhere else."? Discussions on Cartesian phi- 
losophy started in the Netherlands before they were shipped to other 
European countries.?! 

The central place of the Reformed Church within the State is an 
indication of the relevance of Dutch Reformed theology in wider soci- 
ety. The Reformed Church had been the public church in Holland and 
Zeeland from 1575 and shortly thereafter also in the other provinces of 
the Republic.” The special bond between government and Reformed 


19 J. Israel, The Dutch Republic. Its Rise, Greatness, and Fall, 1477-1806, Oxford/New 
York 1995, 572. The number diminished significantly in the eighteenth century; see 
1049-1050. 

20 Israel, Dutch Republic, 899. 

?! Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 29-30 (with respect to the eighteenth-century Enlight- 
enment, see idem, Dutch Republic, 1045-1447). 

22 Israel, Dutch Republic, 362-363, 368, 378, 639, 709, 1019. A.Th. van Deursen, De 
last van veel geluk. De geschiedenis van Nederland, 1555-1702, Amsterdam 2004, 100-104, 
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religion became apparent when civil authorities took sides in ecclesias- 
tical and philosophical matters. A few striking examples can be men- 
tioned. The States of Holland and West-Friesland adopted on 30 Sep- 
tember 1656 a resolution concerning how philosophy related to the- 
ology.”” On 16 January 1676 the Curators of Leiden University and 
the burgomasters of Leiden rejected 21 propositions connected with 
Cocceian theology and Cartesian philosophy?! Moreover, on 19 July 
1674 the Hof of Holland prohibited books such as Leviathan (Thomas 
Hobbes, 1651), Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres (Lodewijk Meijer, 1666), 
and the Tractatus theologico-politicus (Spinoza, 1670). Furthermore, both 
within the Reformed Church and in society the purifying influences of 
the Further Reformation movement, of which Voetius was a key fig- 
ure, were felt." A historical reconstruction of the views of Dutch the- 
ologians on theology and its relation to philosophy is, therefore, not 
engaged with what was only an inner-theological affair. This is even 
less so because philosophy itself had a clear theological or religious 
component.” ‘These factors converge in underlining the broad signifi- 
cance within society that Reformed religion and theology had during 
the period covered in this book. This broad significance was also pre- 


148-150, 271. Cf. C. Huisman, Neerlands Israel. Het natiebesef der tradıtioneel-gereformeerden 
in de achttiende eeuw, Dordrecht 1983, 51, 57. 

23 Cf. Israel, Dutch Republic, 892-894; H.A. Enno van Gelder, Getemperde vrijheid. Een 
verhandeling over de verhouding van Kerk en Staat in de Republiek der Verenigde Nederlanden en de 
vryheid van meningsuiting in zake godsdienst, drukpers en onderwijs, gedurende de 17e eeuw, Gronin- 
gen 1972, 232-234. For the text of this resolution, see e.g. A.S. de Blécourt/N. Japikse 
(eds), Alem plakkaatboek van Nederland. Verzameling van ordonnantién en plakkaten betreffende 
regeeringsvorm, kerk en rechtspraak (14e eeuw tot 1749), Groningen/Den Haag 1919, 287— 
289. 

*4 Text in P.C. Molhuysen, Bronnen tot de geschiedenis der Leidsche Universiteit, III, Den 
Haag 1918, 319-321. 

25 Cf. J.Th. de Visser, Kerk en staat, II, Nederland (vóór en tijdens de Republiek), 
Leiden n.d., 482-483; Israel, Dutch Republic, 921 (see 915 on the Utrecht prohibition of 
these books in 1678). Jonathan Israel has argued that Spinoza's Tractatus was forbidden 
in certain places from 1670; “The Banning of Spinoza's Works in the Dutch Republic 
(1670-1678), in: W. van Bunge/W. Klever (eds.), Disguised and Overt Spinozism Around 
1700, Leiden/New York/Köln 1996, 3—14; cf. idem, Radical Enlightenment, 275-278. See 
also Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 292—294, and on the eighteenth century, c£. Huisman, 
Neerlands Israël, 98-99. R. Tuck (ed.), Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan. Revised Student Edition, 
Cambridge 2001. 

26 Cf. Israel, Dutch Republic, 690-699 (cf. 707—709). 

27 See for instance R.H. Popkin, “The Religious Background of Seventeenth-Centu- 
ry Philosophy,’ in his The Third Force in Seventeenth- Century Thought, Leiden/New York/ 
Kobenhavn/Köln 1992, 268-284. 
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supposed at the time by eighteenth-century Reformed theologians who 
warned that the state would become essentially disrupted if pure reh- 
gion were forsaken.?? 


3. Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676) 


This investigation focuses on Gisbertus Voetius, Petrus van Mastricht, 
and Anthonius Driessen— three Dutch theologians who all held aca- 
demic positions and who can be regarded as representing successive 
generations that worked from about 1625 until 1750. One of Voetius’s 
first publications was the Proeve vande Gracht der Godtsalicheyt from 1628.” 
After Voetius's death in 1676 his chair at the Utrecht faculty of theology 
passed to Van Mastricht, who remained a professor there until he died 
in 1706. At that time Anthonius Driessen was a Reformed minister in 
Eysden. He died in Groningen in 1748. These three theologians were 
certainly of different calibre, but every one of them was orthodox and 
had an interest in philosophy.” 

Gisbertus Voetius studied theology in Leiden. After having served as 
a minister—during which period he attended the synod of Dordrecht 
(1618—1619)—he became a professor in Utrecht in 1634. He died in 
1676. Voetius's theological work has a wide scope. Informative about 
his reflections on theology and its study as well as on related aca- 
demic disciplines are a few collected disputations published in 1668 as 
Diatribae de theologia, philologia, historia et philosophia sacra, and the Exerci- 
tia et bibliotheca studiosi theologiae?! In 1648 Voetius started to publish 
his theological university disputations under the title of Selectae dispu- 


28 Cf. Huisman, Neerlands Israël, 89-90 (cf. 103-104), 142-143; E.G.E. van der Wall, 
‘De Verlichting in Nederland kritisch bekeken. Het Examen van Het ontwerp van tolerantie 
(1753-1759), DNR 27 (2003) 1-17, here 17. 

?9 Repr. with introd. by A. de Reuver, Rumpt 1998. See Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, I, 
Leiden 1897, 381-388. 

30 For references and biographical details, see below. 

3! T refer to the second edition of the Exercitia, published in Utrecht in 1651. On the 
Exercitia, see for instance F.G.M. Broeyer, “Theological Education at the Dutch Univer- 
sities in the Seventeenth Century: Four Professors on Their Ideal of the Curriculum,’ 
in: W. Janse/B. Pitkin (eds.), The Formation of Clerical and Confessional Identities in Early 
Modern Europe, Leiden/Boston 2006 (VAK/DRCH 85), 115-132, here 122-126 (I thank 
Wim Janse for bringing this article to my attention). The Diatribae were published in 
Utrecht (I am indebted to Andreas J. Beck for a photocopy of the copy that 1s kept 
in the Bibliothèque Nationale de France, Paris). The Diatribae include a revised text 
of the disputation Introductio ad Philosophiam Sacram (Utrecht 1651); for a Dutch trans., 
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tationes theologicae—a series that would be concluded by its fifth volume 
in 1669. The selected disputations comprise—as a later German the- 
ologian said— “such an incredibly sharp exposition of the Reformed 
doctrine, as is nowhere else to be found (eine so unglaublich scharfe Darstel- 
lung des reformierten Lehrbegriffs ..., wie nirgends anders)? Voetius counts 
as one of the "representative theologians" of post-Calvinian Calvin- 
ism?! and as unquestionably orthodox: The long dispute—roughly from 
1645 until 1669, with several interruptions—between Samuel Maresius 
of Groningen and Voetius did not, as far as dogmatic positions were 
concerned and even in Maresius's own view, affect core principles of 
Christian doctrine.? 

As a theologian, Voetius actively took interest in philosophy and 
accordingly he “provides a significant index to the Reformed recep- 
tion of philosophy in the mid-seventeenth century.” His recommenda- 
tions for the library of the theological student included a considerable 


see A. Goudriaan/C.A. de Niet, ‘Gisbertus Voetius’ Introductio ad Philosophiam Sacram, 
published in 2005 in Geschiedenis van de wijsbegeerte in Nederland 14 (2003) 25-56. 

32 The main study of Voetius’s life is still Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, TIL, Leiden 1897— 
1914 (with index volume, Leiden 1915). See also J. van Oort et al. (eds.), De onbe- 
kende Voetius. Voordrachten wetenschappelijk symposium, Utrecht 3 maart 1989, Kampen 1989; 
D. Nauta, ‘Voetius, Gisbertus (Gijsbert Voet)’ BLGNP, IL, 443-449; W. van ’t Spyker, 
‘Gisbertus Voetius (1589—1676), in T. Brienen et al., De Nadere Reformatie. Beschrijving van 
haar voornaamste vertegenwoordigers, 's-Gravenhage 1986, 49-84; A. de Groot, “Gisbertus 
Voetius,’ in: M. Greschat (ed), Orthodoxie und Pietismus, Stuttgart/ Berlin/ Kóln/Mainz 
1982, 149-162. My lexicon entry on Voetius, mentioned in footnote 54, is documented 
and complemented here. For recent surveys of secondary literature see e.g. E. Wenneker 
in: EW. Bautz/T. Bautz (eds.), Biographisch-bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, XII, Herzberg 
1997, 1551-1554 (via http:/ /www.bautz.de/bbkl/v/voetius g.shtml); A.J. Beck, ‘Gisber- 
tus Voetius (1589-1676). Basic Features of His Doctrine of God,’ in: WJ. van Asselt/ 
E. Dekker (eds.), Reformation and Scholasticism. An Ecumenical Enterprise, Grand Rapids 
2001, 205-226, here 206 n. 3. For a list of Voetius’s extant correspondence, see 
E.J. Bos/E.G.M. Broeyer, ‘Epistolarium Voetianum L^ NAK/DRCH 78 (1998) 184-215, 
here 209-215, with an addition in E.-J. Bos, ‘Epistolarium Voetianum IL, NAK/DRCH 
79 (1999) 39-73, here 73.—At present four volumes of Voetius's Selectae disputationes theo- 
logicae are digitally available via http:/ / gallica.bnf.fr. 

353 J.H.A. Ebrard, Christliche Dogmatik, I, Königsberg 1851, 74; on Ebrard and Voetius, 
see Van Asselt/Dekker, ‘Introduction,’ 16. 

34 A.A. Hodge/B.B. Warfield, ‘Calvinism,’ in: J.E. Meeter (ed), Benjamin B. Warfield, 
Selected Shorter Writings, IL, Phillipsburgh (1973) 2001, 411-447, here 413. 

3 D. Nauta, Samuel Maresius, Amsterdam 1935, 240-282, here 259 and 281. Yet 
Maresius and Voetius accused each other of insufficiently orthodox views, see 278. Cf. 
Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, III, 245-262; here 247: “Beiden hartstochtelijke kampioenen der 
Dordtsche rechtzinnigheid, beschuldigden zij niettemin elkander telkens van onzuiver- 
heden in de leer ...” 

36 Muller, Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, IH, 133. 
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amount of philosophical works.” He accepted in a both positive and 
critical manner the Aristotelian’ philosophy of his day, of which Fran- 
cisco Suárez— "Ubi bene, nemo melius" *— was one of the most promi- 
nent representatives.” The same appreciation and reserve applied to 
medieval and early modern Roman Catholic scholasticism.*® Voetius 
did not sympathise with the philosophy of Petrus Ramus,"! and is also 
well known for his early opposition to Cartesian philosophy, which he 
articulated in publications from 1641.? To these belong a corollary 
and an appendix ‘On the natures of things and substantial forms,’ 
which were added to a 1641 disputation.? Moreover, Voetius referred 
to Descartes in the preface to the first volume of his Selectae disputa- 
tiones theologicae (1648). Implicit or explicit references to Descartes can be 
found, for instance, in his disputations ‘On atheism’ (1639), ‘On faith, 
conscience and doubting theology’ (1656), and on the knowledge of 
God (1665). Voetius also occasionally mentions the English philoso- 


37 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca studiosi theologiae, and edition, Utrecht 1651. 

38 Voetius, ‘De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars secunda’ [L. vander Meer, 24 No- 
vember 1665], SD V, 469; cf. ‘Problematum de Deo, pars quarta’ [16 July 1653, J. Leo- 
ninus], SD V, 76-83, here 83. 

39 For several modern translations of parts of Suárez’ Disputationes metaphysicae, see 
the bibliography in this volume. 

40 Voetius, ‘De theologia scholastica’ [E. Rotarius, 22 February 1640], SDTh I, 12-29. 
Cf. Th. Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch. Early Reactions to Cartesian Philosophy, 1637-1650, 
Carbondale/Edwardsville 1992, 6—7 and references. 

^! See for instance: Diatribae de theologia, philologia, historia et philosophia sacra, Utrecht 
1668, 22-27, 132-133; ‘De errore et haeresi [G. Baxcamp, 22 November 1656], SDTh, 
MI, 753; ‘De docta ignorantia, pars altera’ [J. Sculperoort, 28 April 1655], SDT III, 
686. 

#2 J. Koelman gives a survey of Voetius’s publications against Cartesian philosophy, 
in Het vergift van de cartestaansche philosophie. grondig ontdekt, Amsterdam 1692, 538—541. 
I am indebted to PL. ‘Trommel for making available his photocopy of Koclman’s 
work. Voetius's relationship to Cartesian philosophy has been studied especially by 
Th. Verbeek, J.A. van Ruler, E.-J. Bos (see bibliography). 

^3 Voetius, Diatribe theologica. de iubileo, ad tubileum Urbani VIII promulgatum hoc anno 
MDCXLI [L. vanden Waterlaet], Utrecht 1641. The corollaries and the appendix 
were later included in the Testimonium academiae Ultrajectinae, et narratio historica qua defen- 
sae, qua exterminatae novae philosophiae, Utrecht 1643, trans. by Th. Verbeek, La querelle 
d'Utrecht, Paris 1988, 100—101 (corollaries), 103-115 (appendix). They were also reprinted 
in Voetius, SDTh I, 869-881, ie. as an appendix to the disputations on creation. 
'Th. Verbeck suggests that someone other than Voetius—his son Paulus, for example— 
might have authored the appendix; De wereld van Descartes. Essays over Descartes en zijn 
tijdgenoten, Amsterdam 1996, 64. This suggestion needs no discussion here because 
Voctius, by publishing the text in the volume of his selected disputations, took full 
responsibility for its contents. 

+ Voetius, ‘De atheismo,’ four parts, SDTh I, 114-226 (see also ‘Paralipomena quae- 
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pher Thomas Hobbes. He does not seem to have formulated a special 
reply to Spinoza's Tractatus theologico-politicus (1670), which was published 
when the Utrecht theologian had already passed the age of eighty.' 

A somewhat ambiguous source for Voetius’s critique of Cartesian- 
ism is a series of pamphlets published in Dutch in 1656 by a cer- 
tain Suetonius Tranquillus. To these texts the Leiden theologian Abra- 
ham Heidanus replied, writing under the pseudonym of Irenaeus Phi- 
lalethius. His reply provoked a reaction by Voetius to which Heidanus 
again responded, which response received a final rebuttal." According 


dam ...' in the same volume, 1153-1154, 1156, 1158-1161); ‘De fide, conscientia, theolo- 
gia dubitante,’ two parts, SDT, III, 825-869 (here especially in an Appendix de dubi- 
tatione philosophica," 847-869); ‘Disputatio theologica de modis cognoscendi Deum,’ 
six parts, SD V, Utrecht 1669, 455-525. For references to places where Voetius in his 
works deals with the philosophy of Descartes see also Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, II, 200 
footnote 2. Cf. also ‘Diatriba de homine spirituali. Ad 1 Corinth. II vers. 15’ [M. Szo- 
boszlai, 15 February 1668], SD V, 418; also PE IV, 778; ‘Problematum de Deo, pars 
octava’ [C. van Royen; 25 May 1661], SD V, 113-123, here 121; ‘Problematum de 
Deo, pars nona’ [J. vander Hagen; 12 June 1661], SD V, 126; ‘De selectis quibusdam 
problematis, pars septima’ [P. Oosdorpius; 25 November 1648], SD V, 640-650, here 
640, 645, 649; ‘De selectis quibusdam problematis, pars undecima! [C. van Thiel; 
20 December 1648], SD V, 686-698, here 694; ‘De selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars duodecima" [M. Neef; 22 December 1648], SD V, 698-716, here 713-714; and 
cf. the “Quaestiones miscellae" included in the ‘Syllabus quaestionum philosophico- 
theologicarum’ that Voetius appended to his Diatribae of 1668. 

15 See for instance Exercitia et Bibliotheca, 439; Politica ecclesiastica (= PE), II, Amsterdam 
1669, 43, 222; PE IV (pars tertia, 400-401, 505-506 (Dutch trans. in: Godts-geleerde 
Vragen, en Antwoorden Wegens De Scheydingen, en Afwyckingen van de Kercken, Amsterdam 
1669, 21-22; on this trans. cf. Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, III, 216), 697, 701, 717, 800, 803; 
*Problematum de creatione, pars nona’ [J.H. Sartor, 13 March 1661], SD V, 222; ‘De 
foro poli et soli’ [J. Clapmuts, 16 September 1665], SDTA IV, 64-65 referring also to PE 
II (lib. 2, tr. 1, c. 1), 222; ‘Problemata de creatione, pars nona’ [J.H. Sartor, 13 March 
1661], SD V, 222; ‘Problemata de justificatione, pars quarta’ [S. Eszeki, 10 June 1665], 
SD V, 301. References to Hobbes in Voetius, PE I, 747 and 895 are quoted by E. Fries, 
Die Lehre vom Staat bei den protestantischen Gottesgelehrten Deutschlands und der Niederlande in 
der zweiten Hälfte des 17. Jahrhunderts, Berlin 1912, 143-144 (cf. 169).—A Voetian minister, 
Gisbertus Cocquius, published criticisms of Hobbes in 1661 (see bibliography), 1668 and 
1680 (see E.H. Kossmann, Political Thought in the Dutch Republic. Three Studies, Amsterdam 
2000, 46; Th. Verbeek, Spinoza's Theologico-Political Treatise. Exploring ‘the Will of God, 
Aldershot/Burlington 2003, 13). Voetius probably referred to Cocquius in ‘De foro poli 
et soli,’ SDTh IV, 65. 

16 See, however, PE, III, Amsterdam 1676, 382— Voetius would have had objec- 
tions not only to the content, but also to the method of Spinoza’s Ethica: “Neque enim 
demonstrationes in prima Philosophia, aut in Theologia naturali, fieri debent ut geo- 
metricae per assumptas et fictas hypotheses; nec per opinata, nec per otoyaouoùs seu 
conjecturas"; ‘De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars quarta’ [A. Laeckervelt, 9 Decem- 
ber 1665], SD V, 477-483, here 483. 

47 Suetonius Tranquillus, Staat des geschils, over de cartesiaansche philosophie, Utrecht 1656; 
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to Jacobus Koelman, a former student of Voetius, Suetonius Tranquil- 
lus was the pseudonym of Voetius and the name Irenaeus Philalethius 
provided a cover for Heidanus.* The authorship of Heidanus is prac- 
tically certain, also because he personally sent the pamphlet Bedenkingen 
op den staat des geschils to Holland's prominent politician, Johan de Witt.” 
Recently however, Voetius’s authorship of the pamphlets associated 
with Suetonius Tranquillus has been considered “highly improbable," 
for one of his pamphlets refers to Leiden as if the author lived there, 
whereas Voetius taught in Utrecht. In addition, a Leiden origin of the 
tracts is also intimated by a seventeenth-century list of manuscripts at 
the University library of Utrecht which suggests that theology professor 
Johannes Hoornbeek and the Leiden minister Petrus Cabbeljauw could 
be plausible candidates for the authorship, perhaps together with other 
anti-Cartesians.? An additional indication for Hoornbeck’s involve- 
ment could be Abraham Heidanus’s remark in a letter to Johan de Witt 
that his “colleague”— that is, most likely, Hoornbeek—is said “to have 
something in the press against the Bedenkingen.”° However, Hoornbeck’s 


idem, Nader openinge van eenige stucken in de cartesiaensche philosophie raekende de H. Theologie, 
Leiden 1656; Irenaeus Philalethus, Bedenkingen op den staat des geschils over de cartesiaensche 
philosophie en op de Nader openinge over eenige stucken de Theologie raeckende, Rotterdam 1656; 
Suetonius Tranquillus, Den overtuyghden Cartesiaen, ofte clare aenwysinge uyt de bedenkingen van 
Irenaeus. Philalethius dat de stellingen en allegatien in de Nader openinge tot laste der cartesianen, 
in. saecken de Theologie raeckende, nae waerheyt en ter goeder trouwe zijn by een gebracht, Leiden 
1656; Irenaeus Philalethius, De overtuigde quaetwilligheidt van Suetonius Tranquillus, blijkende 
wit seker boeckjen genaemt den overtuigden cartestaan, Leiden 1656; Verdedichde oprechticheyt van 
Suetonius Tranquillus, gestelt tegen de Overtuyghde quaetwilligheyt van Irenaeus Philalethius, Leiden 
1656. On Heidanus, see J.A. Cramer, Abraham Heidanus en zijn cartesianisme, Utrecht 
1889. 

^9 Cf. C.L. Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands Cartesianisme, 2nd ed. by Th. Verbeek, 
Utrecht 1989, 35-38; A. Vos, “Voetius als reformatorisch wijsgeer,’ in Van Oort et al., De 
onbekende Voetius, 220-241, here 229. On the identifications of Suetonius as Voetius and 
Irenaeus as Heidanus, see J. Koelman, Het vergift, 192, 220, 282, 371, 531, 539, 595, 606, 
607, 622, 629, 636, 643, 644. Voetius, in Verdedichde oprechticheyt (11), seems to admit the 
assistance of other theologians in writing the Staat des geschils and the Nader openinge. On 
Koelman, see D. Nauta, ‘Koelman (Koelmans), Jacobus,’ BLGNP III, 212-219; Th. Ver- 
beek, ‘Jacobus Koelman en de filosofie zijner dagen,’ DNR 20 (1996) 62-71. 

?9 Israel, Dutch Republic, 893. On Heidanus’s authorship, see also R. Vermij, The 
Calvinist Copernicans. The Reception of the New Astronomy in the Dutch Republic, 1575-1750, 
Amsterdam 2002, 307-308. 

50 Vermij, The Calvinist Copernicans, 307-308; quotes from 308. Vermij refers (307) to 
the interesting seventeenth-century index of pamphlets, kept in the University Library 
of Utrecht, where initially the names of Hoornbeek and Cabeljauw were mentioned, 
afterwards the words “also others" were added, and where finally the names of Cabel- 
jauw and Hoornbeek were deleted. 

5! Heidanus to De Witt, 27 July 1656: *... onse College niet, die ick verstae wat 
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euvre is not particularly known for its devotion to explicit polemics with 
Descartes or Cartesian philosophy.? Moreover, Petrus Cabbeljauw was 
a Leiden minister who became a Regent of the States College in 1659, 
whereas the man who was Regent of that institution at the time of the 
1656 pamphlet disputes, Jacobus Revius, was far better versed in anti- 
Cartesian polemics than Cabeljauw ever was.” Koelman's testimony of 
Voetius's authorship remains, in my view, trustworthy at least in the 
sense that the Utrecht theologian was actually involved in what Sueto- 
nius published, although it is likely that others, especially persons from 
Leiden—such as Hoornbeek and Revius—were also involved. In any 
case, the pamphlets on behalf of Suetonius Tranquillus can be said to 
reflect Voetian thought around 1656. 

Voetius set tones that found a broad resonance, and “in the 1640s" 
the term “Voetians” was minted as a designation for the “Calvinist 
orthodox who rejected liberal tendencies in theology, as well as Carte- 
sianism in science and philosophy, and championed rigorous enforce- 
ment of anti-Catholic legislation," and who were at the same time 
“the champions of the ‘Further Reformation,’ the movement to lead 
society to be more godly in life-style.”°! The other party was formed 
by 'Cocceians, named after the theologian Johannes Cocceius, who 


onder de presse te hebben tegen de Bedenckingen,” cited in Cramer, Heidanus, 73, and 
cf. R. Fruin/N. Japikse, Brieven aan Johan de Witt, I, 1648-1660, Amsterdam 1919, 198. 

52 Koelman, in Het vergift, 547, mentions the following places where Hoornbeek 
discussed Cartesian philosophy: “Miscellanea Sacra lib. 2, cap. 26, Theol. pract. lib. 
2, cap. 3, Irenicum cap. 6. et 9." The index in the study of J. W. Hofmeyr, Johannes 
Hoornbeeck as polemicus, is intentionally selective and lacks an entry on Descartes. 

5 D. Nauta, ‘Cab(b)eljau(w) (Cabbeliavius), Pieter,’ BLGNP IL, 114-115; for Revius's 
chronology, see B.A. Venemans, ‘Revius, Jacobus,’ BLGNP III, 300-304. For an edition 
of some early writings by Revius against Descartes, see Goudriaan, Jacobus Revius, A 
Theological Examination of Cartesian Philosophy. Early Criticisms (1647), Leiden/Boston 2002 
(here section 6 of the introduction can be complemented by references to M. Mathijsen, 
Naar de letter. Handboek editiewetenschap, Assen 1995, and P.H. Nidditch [ed.], John Locke, 
An Essay Concerning Human Understanding. Edited with an Introduction, Critical Apparatus and 
Glossary, Oxford 1975, esp. xlii—xlui). 

54 Israel, Dutch Republic, 662 (I made use of this characterisation in my entry “Voetius, 
Gisbert’ in: M. Vinzent [ed.], Metzler Lexikon christlicher Denker, Stuttgart/Weimar 2000, 
717-718; repr. in idem, Theologen. 185 Porträts von der Antike bis zur Gegenwart, Stuttgart/ 

leimar 2004, 240). C£. Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 161, 245; E. Bizer in H. Heppe/ 
E. Bizer, Die Dogmatik der evangelisch-reformierten Kirche dargestellt und aus den Quellen belegt, 
Neukirchen 1958, lxi. For a “definition” of the Further Reformation, see C. Graaf- 
land/W.J. op 't Hof/EA. van Lieburg, ‘Nadere Reformatie: opnieuw een poging tot 
begripsbepaling,’ DNR 19 (1995) 105-184. For a survey of research on the Nadere Refor- 
matte, sce WJ. op 't Hof, ‘Studie der Nadere Reformatie: Verleden en toekomst,’ DNR 


18 (1994) 1-50. 
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developed a particular historical, federal, and spiritual Bible exege- 
sis and theology? Ecclesiastical life and society were characterised by 
Voetian-Cocceian controversies until, and even beyond, the middle of 
the eighteenth century.” Prominent among the Voetians were several 
former pupils of Voetius who also became university professors, such as 
Johannes Hoornbeek, Andreas Essenius, Matthias Nethenus, and Ger- 
ard de Vries.” 

Outside the Dutch Republic Voetius also had a considerable repu- 
tation, such that G.W. Leibniz could speak of the “celebre Theologien 
d'Utrecht."* Scottish Presbyterians felt congenial with the Utrecht the- 
ologian.? Voetius had also considerable influence on Hungarian stu- 
dents.° The German jurist Christian Thomasius told in 1722 of his 


55 Cf. Israel, Dutch Republic, 662-663; WJ. van Asselt, Johannes Coccejus. Portret van een 
zeventiende-eeuwse theoloog op oude en meuwe wegen, Heerenveen 1997, on later Cocceians, 
262—272. 

9€ On Voetians and their counterpart, the Cocceians, see Broeyer/Van der Wall 
(eds.), Richtingenstrijd; J. Rohls, Protestantische Theologie der Neuzeit, 1, Die Voraussetzungen 
und das 19. Jahrhundert, Tübingen 1997, 106-109; Israel, Dutch Republic, 661—669, 839, 
889-899, 919, 924, 926-930, 932, 1030-1032. On Voetians in the later eighteenth cen- 
tury, see M. van der Bijl, ‘De tweedracht van voetianen en coccejanen in politiek per- 
spectief,’ in: Broeyer/ Van der Wall (eds), Richtingenstryd, 74-94, here 93-94; cf. EA. van 
Lieburg, Eswilerianen in Holland, 1734-1743. Kerk en kerkvolk in strijd over de Zielseenzame 
meditatién van Jan Willemsz Eswyler (circa 1633-1719), Kampen 1989, 63-65, 134. 

57 Cf. Hofmeyr, Johannes Hoornbeeck as polemikus; FW. Bautz, ‘Essenius, Andreas,’ in 
E-W. Bautz (ed), Biographisch-Bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, I, Hamm: ‘Traugott Bautz 
1990, 1546-1547 [via www.bautz.de]; W. Schneemelcher, Matthias Nethenus. Leben und 
Werk, PhD diss. Ruhr-Universität Bochum, Bochum 1972; WJ. Fournier, ‘Vries, Ger- 
ardus de,’ BLGNP I, 417. 

59 G.W. Leibniz, Théodicée, Discours préliminaire de la conformité de la foy avec la 
raison, $20, in: C.I. Gerhardt, Die philosophischen Schriften von Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, 
VI, reprint Hildesheim/New York 1978, 62 (cf. A. Buchenau/M. Stockhammer [eds.], 
Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, Die Theodizee, 2nd ed., Hamburg 1968, 49). 

5 Cf. A.L. Drummond, The Kirk and the Continent, Edinburgh 1956, 108—109, 132-133, 
140. G.D. Henderson, Religious Life in Seventeenth- Century Scotland, Cambridge 1937, 74, 78, 
93, 131; D. Nobbs, Theocracy and Toleration. A Study of the Disputes in Dutch Calvinism from 
1600 to 1650, Cambridge 1938, 271-273. 

60 G. Murdock, Calvinism on the Frontier, 1600-1660. International Calvinism and the Re- 
Jormed Church in Hungary and Transsylvania, Oxford 2000, 61. Cf. Israel, Dutch Republic, 665, 
901, here at 665: *... both Voetian and Cocceian methods and ideas were cultivated 
within the Hungarian Reformed Church until deep into the eighteenth century, with 
Voetianism generally in the ascendant" (I used this information also in my entry 
“Voetius, Gisbert’ in: Vinzent [ed.], Denker, 717—718, repr. in idem, Theologen, 240); 
O. Bánki, ‘De Utrechtsche universiteit in de Hongaarsche beschavingsgeschiedenis,' 
in: W.A.E. Bannier et al. (eds.), Jaarboekje van Oud- Utrecht? 1940, Utrecht 1940, 87-117, 
where (99-101) Komáromi Csipkés, Pósaházi, and Buzinkai are mentioned as Voetian 
thinkers. 
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habit as a professor of recommending Voetius, yet he added the warn- 
ing that Voetius's books should be read with caution, because of what 
he called the “prejudices of precipitation and authority" by which, in 
his view, these are characterised.*! 


4. Petrus van Mastricht (1630-1706) 


Petrus van Mastricht was born outside the Netherlands (in Cologne) 
and he worked as a minister and subsequently as a professor in various 
places outside this country where he had spend a part of his studies 
and where he later worked as a professor, from 1677 until his death 
in 1706. Van Mastricht's stay in Utrecht provides a link with Voetius: 
when Van Mastricht studied there, Voetius was a prominent professor, 
and when he himself became a professor in Utrecht, it was to succeed 
Voetius.? Van Mastricht published various works in the field of sys- 
tematic theology. As a minister in Glückstadt, he published in 1666 his 
Theologiae Didactico- Elenchtico- Practicae Prodromus, on three selected theo- 
logical issues: “1. On the creation of man, 2. On humility and pride 
with respect to God, 3. On walking with God.”® In 1671 Van Mas- 
tricht published in Duisburg a treatise on faith: De fide salvifica syntagma 
theoretico-practicum, in quo fidei salvificae tum natura, tum praxis universa, luculen- 
ter exponitur. But he became especially well known for his work 7 heoretico- 
practica theologia, which appeared in two volumes in 1682 and 1687, 
was published in a revised and enlarged version in 1698/1699, and 


5! Cf. J.E Buddeus, Isagoge historico-theologica, I, 700. Chr. Thomasius, Historia contentio- 
nis inter imperium et sacerdotium breviter delineata, Halle 1722, 436: “Caeterum et ipse com- 
mendare meis Auditoribus soleo scripta Voétii, sed ob variam ejus lectionem, et quod 
iis uti debeant tanquam locis communibus, caveant autem a praejudiciis praecipitantiae 
et autoritatis, quae passim in illis scriptis regnant, et sic in controversiis Ecclesiasticis 
circumspecte agant, ne absque judicio Voétii Politiam Ecclesiasticam exscribant.” 

62 The most recent reconstruction of Van Mastricht’s life is from A.C. Neele, The 
Art of Living to God. A Study of Method and Piety in the Theoretico-practica theologia of Petrus van 
Mastricht (1630-1706), PhD diss., University of Utrecht 2005, 35-63. See also A.E. van 
Tellingen, ‘Het leven van Petrus van Mastricht (1630—1706),' DNR 28 (2004) 147-175. 
Cf. WJ. van Asselt, *Mastricht, Petrus van,’ BLGNP, V, 360-363. Van Mastricht worked 
in Xanten, Glückstadt, Frankfurt (Oder) and Duisburg. 

63 Van Mastricht, Theologiae Didactico- Elenchtico- Practicae prodromus tribus speciminibus, 1. 
De creatione. Hominis, 2. De humilitate et superbia erga Deum, 3. De conversatione cum Deo, 
Perpetuam, trium supra dictarum partium, in singulis Theologiae locis oúvraEw, exemplis ostendens, 
Ad Provocandas (juxta praefationem) virorum doctorum censuras consiliaque super universa hujusmodi 
Theologia, Amsterdam 1666. Cf. Neele, Living to God, 41-42. 
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subsequently reprinted in 1715 and 1724.° Later it was also translated 
into Dutch, and published in four volumes in 1749.9 This comprehen- 
sive theological compendium, like Voetius's main works, goes back to 
university disputations. One of the reasons why it was well regarded 
was what has been called its “[c]omprehensiveness and good arrange- 
ment.” The work was appreciated not only on the European conti- 
nent, but also in America." The American theologian and philosopher 
Jonathan Edwards had the highest esteem for Van Mastricht's dogmatic 
work, as is especially evident from a frequently cited letter. In this 
respect Edwards struck similar notes as did Cotton Mather earlier.” 


9* Neele, Living to God, 59, 71—74, 268—270 (nos. 36, 43, 56, 58, 60, 62); cf. Van Asselt, 
‘Mastricht,’ 362. 

65 T used both the Dutch translation with its indexes and the final Latin text, but in 
this book I refer to page numbers of the 1724 Latin edition and to section numbers. 

96 See a brief printed outline in English, written by an unknown teacher, of Van 
Mastricht’s works “The Practical Theory of Theology,’ A scheme of Moral Theology,’ 
and A Sketch of Ascetic Theology, or, the Practice of Piety.’ It is kept in Cambridge 
University Library (according to the online library catalogue the book number is: 
8.19.57). 

67 See P. Miller, The New England Mind. The Seventeenth Century, Cambridge (Mass.)/ 
London (1953?) 1982, 96 (Miller's statements on American reception form a background 
to my remark in the entry on Van Mastricht in W. van Bunge/H. Krop/B. Leeuwen- 
burgh/H. van Ruler/P. Schuurman/M. Wielema [eds.], The Dictionary of Seventeenth and 
Eighteenth- Century Dutch Philosophers, Bristol 2003, 697—688). Miller's somewhat hyperbolic 
description of Van Mastricht's work is nevertheless a pleasant read: “In its 1300 pages 
the whole of Christian theology and morality, theory and practice, is laid out with a 
minuteness and precision that bring a hundred years of methodizing to a stupendous 
fulfillment. Beyond this limit no mortal could go. Every chapter expounds a text, ana- 
lyzes it grammatically, etymologically, rhetorically, logically, comparatively, extracts all 
possible doctrines from it, argues all the supporting ‘reasons,’ raises and answers every 
conceivable objection, makes the practical applications, and points the moral of every 
principle ...” 

68 Letter to Joseph Bellamy, January 15th, 1746/7, in: G.S. Claghorn (ed.), Jonathan 
Edwards, Letters and Personal Writings (The Works of Jonathan Edwards, 16), New Haven/ 
London 1998, 216-218 here 217: “Turretin is on polemical divinity [meant is E. Turre- 
tini, Institutio theologiae elencticae|; on the Five Points, and all other controversial points; 
and is much larger in these than Mastricht; and is better for one that desires only to be 
thoroughly versed in controversies. But take Mastricht for divinity in general, doctrine, 
practice and controversy; or as an universal system of divinity; and it is much better 
than Turretin or any other book in the world, excepting the Bible, in my opinion." Cf. 
B. Withrow (ed.), Peter Van Mastricht, A Treatise on Regeneration, Morgan 2002, v [preface 
by D.A. Sweeney], vii; E.B. Holifield, Theology in America. Christian Thought from the Age 
of the Puritans to the Civil War, New Haven/London 2003, 102—103, 117; B.B. Warfield, 
‘Edwards and the New England Theology,’ in: Studies in Theology [New York 1932], 
Grand Rapids: Baker 1991, 515-538, here 529-530; Neele, Living to God, 19, 21-22. 

69 Cf. P. Miller, The New England Mind. From Colony to Province [1953], Cambridge 
(Mass.)/ London 1983, 418, referring to Cotton Mather's Manuductio ad ministerium. Direc- 
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In the Netherlands the book was recommended by the Cocceian the- 
ologian Salomon van Til in the outline of a Bibliotheca. theologica. that 
he appended to a work on homiletics.” In the mid-eighteenth cen- 
tury the Dutch ministers Alexander Comrie and Nicolaas Holtius in 
a fictitious dialogue made their orthodox spokesman (“Orthodoxus”) to 
say that he refrained from citing Van Mastricht, “because his System, 
of which an equal, I think, cannot be found, has been translated into 
our language and is in everyone's hands.""' In the nineteenth century 
the prominent Dutch neo-Calvinist theologian Abraham Kuyper rec- 
ommended that his students read Petrus van Mastricht, as the “purest 


tions For A Candidate Of The Ministry, Boston 1726; see the repr. New York 1938, with a 
bibliographical note by Th.J. Holmes/K.B. Murdock, 85: “But after all, there is noth- 
ing that I can with so much Plerophorie Recommend unto you, as a Mastricht, his 
Theologia T heoretico-practica. That a Minister of the Gospel may be Thoroughly furnished 
unto every Good Work, and in one or two Quarto Volumns [sic] enjoy a well furnished Library, 
I know not that the Sun has ever shone upon an Humane Composure that is equal to 
it: And I can heartily Subscribe unto the Commendation which Pontanus, in his Laudatio 
Funebris upon the Author, has given of it. De hoc Opere confidenter affirmo, quod eo Ordine sit 
digestum, tanto rerum pondere praegnans et tumidum, tanta et tam varia Eruditione refertum, ut nescio 
an in illo genere usquam Gentium exstet aliquid magis accuratum et elaboratum. I hope, you will 
next unto the Sacred Scripture, make a Mastricht the Store-house to which you may resort 
continually. But above all things remember the Dying Words of this true Divine; which 
he uttered Altissima Voce, [And, I wish, all that study Divinity might hear it!] Se nulla Loco 
et Numero habere Veritatis Defensionem, quam sincera Pietatis et Vitae Sanctitas, individuo nexu non 
comitetur." Van Mastricht's book also is included in Mather's listing of “A Catalogue of 
books, For a Young Student's Library" 150—151, here 151 (in the list also the Leiden 
Synopsis figures, 150, cf. 84: “Go on then, to Read with a strong Attention, the Synopsis 
Purioris Theologiae, of the Leyden Divines”). Mather also briefly refers to Voetius's Exercitia 
pietatis (130) and he appeals to “Great Voetius,” whose answer to the question “Shall I 
smoke Tabacco?” he cites as saying Minime convenit viris honestis et gravibus; nominatim Min- 
istris et Ministeri Candidatis," 133. Cf. Neele, Living to God, 20-21. 

70 Van Til, Methodus concionandi. Illustrata commentarüs et exemplis, quibus additae sunt ejus- 
dem auctoris bibliotheca theologica et aliae dissertationes, Utrecht 1727, 18: “In hoc opere licet 
Vir doctus aliquando praeter causam invehatur in Clarissimum, piae memoriae, Coc- 
cejum ejusque sequaces, nihilominus hoc opus propter practica acquirenda est. Id enim 
egit, ut omnes titulos Theologicos revocavit ad usus practicos. Distingui tamen debet 
iste labor a justo opere Theologiae Paracleticae, cum Theologiam theoreticam tantum 
ad usus revocet." Strikingly Van Til recommended writings by Gisbertus Voetius also 
under the “practical” viewpoint; Bibliotheca, 49, 93. 

7 TA. Comrie/N. Holtius], Examen van het ontwerp van tolerantie, Seventh Dialogue, 
Amsterdam 1756, 409 (repr. in: A. Comrie/N. Holtius, Examen van het ontwerp van 
tolerantie, II, Houten 1993, 137): “... en Doctor Mastricht, uit welken laatsten ik geen 
uittrekzel behoeve te geeven, wyl zijn Systema, wiens weergaa ik denke dat niet te 
vinden is, in onze taale overgezet en in ieders handen is.” Cf. R.A. Flinterman, 
*Comrie, Alexander, BLGNP III, 76-78, here 77; A.G. Honig, Alexander Comrie, (1892) 
ed. by D. Nauta, Leiden 1991, 128—129, 152-153. 
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and best obtainable (de zuiverste en best verkrygbare)” of Reformed theolo- 
gians from the period of Reformed orthodoxy.” The early twentieth- 
century Dutch Reformed theologian Hugo Visscher likewise mentioned 
Van Mastricht’s compendium among those “very good, solid works, the 
study of which enriches the mind (... zeer goede, degelijke werken, welker 
bestudering den geest verrykt).”” 

Like his predecessor Voetius, Van Mastricht responded to the phi- 
losophy of his day. He defended biblical authority “in philosophical 
matters" in his 1655 Vindiciae veritatis et authoritatis Sacrae Scripturae in rebus 
philosophicis adversus Dissertationes D. Christophori. Wittichu. A few decades 
later, in 1677, Van Mastricht published an extensive discussion and 
critique of the theology of a number of Cartesians, Novitatum cartesia- 
narum gangraena.”* This work also includes references to Lodewijk Mei- 
jer's Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres and to Spinoza’s Tractatus theologico- 
politicus — most likely, the book was already completed before Spinoza’s 
Ethica was published: Van Mastricht's dedication to stadtholder Wil- 
liam IH is dated 19 April 1677.” This refutation of Cartesian theol- 


7? See a Methode van studie which, as J.C. Rullmann relates, Kuyper once gave to 
his students and which still circulated when Rullmann himself studied at the Free 
University in Amsterdam; Auyper-bibliografie, IL, (1879-1890), Kampen 1929, 263-272, 
here 266 on Van Mastricht, and cf. 268. 

73 H. Visscher, Van onze knapen. Eenige beschouwingen over het knapenvraagstuk in verband met 
het kerkelijke leven, ed. M. Noteboom, Huizen n.d., 58-59, cf. 59: “Zoo ook Petrus van 
Mastricht, wiens groote werk over de theoretische en practische Godgeleerdheid door 
v.d. Kemp is uitgegeven; een voortreffelijk werk, waarin in den breede de leerstukken 
werden behandeld en van alle zijden belicht” Hugo Visscher (1864-1947) was a Dutch 
Reformed minister and university professor (see A. de Groot, “Visscher, Hugo,’ BLGNP 
III, 373-376, here 373). A.E. van Tellingen, who wrote a MA thesis on Van Mastricht 
(see Neele, Living to God, 314), collected other indications on the reception of Van 
Mastricht's work. 

7* Van Mastricht, Novitatum cartesianarum gangraena, nobiliores plerasque corporis theologici 
partes arrodens et exedens, seu theologia cartesiana detecta, Amsterdam 1677; the same work was 
later given a new title page: Theologia cartesiana detecta, seu gangraena cartesiana nobiliores 
plerasque corporis theologici partes arrodens et exedens, Deventer 1716. Cf. Thijssen-Schoute, 
Nederlands cartesianisme, 450; E. Bizer, ‘Die reformierte Orthodoxie und der Cartesianis- 
mus,’ Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche 55 (1958) 306—372, here 357-362. 

75 On publication dates, see e.g. Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 200, 275-294. Later Van 
Mastricht can occasionally refer to Spinoza as a philosopher *qui naturam volebat esse 
Deum": Ad virum clariss. D. Balthasarem Beckerum ... epanorthosis gratulatoria, Utrecht 1692, 
33, see also Theoretico-practica theologia, 394b (Ul.ıo, 828). This remark was probably 
based on the Ethica, although some early critics of the Tractatus had already made this 
point, see W. van Bunge, ‘On the Early Dutch Reception of the Tractatus theologico- 
politicus,’ Studia Spinozana 5 (1989) 225-251, here 235-236; idem, From Stevin to Spinoza. 
An Essay on Philosophy in the Seventeenth- Century Dutch Republic, Leiden/Boston/Köln 2001, 
114, 115. 
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ogy was “a clear and orderly writing (eine deutliche und ordentliche Schrift)" 
according to the eighteenth-century German theologian J.G. Walch.” 
Its methodical clarity was also what the church historian C.E. Weis- 
mann appreciated, even though he estimated that Van Mastricht did 
not always reconstruct the status controversiae correctly and that some- 
times futile objections were made against Cartesianism.? The Gangraena 
became widely known internationally, and has even been characterised 
as the *most influential of all late seventeenth-century academic attacks 
on Cartesianism in Germany and Scandinavia." In the Netherlands 
it was one of the writings that the Cartesian theologian Petrus Allinga 
attempted to refute in 1679.” In the mid-eighteenth century the Scot- 


76 J.G. Walch, Historische und Theologische Einleitung in die Religionsstreitigkeiten, welche son- 
derlich ausser der Evangelisch-Lutherischen Kirche entstanden, II, Jena 1734, 774. E.G.E. van der 
Wall, ‘De coccejaanse theoloog Petrus Allinga en het cartesianisme,’ in: Broeyer/Van 
der Wall (eds.), Richtingenstryd, 131-145, here 135 n. 6, mentions Walch’s equally posi- 
tive appreciation of the Melchior Leydekker's Fax veritatis, seu exercitationes ad Nonnullas 
Controversias quae hodie in Belgio potissimum moventur, multa ex parte theologico-philosophicae, Lei- 
den 1677. Like Van Mastricht's Gangraena, Leydekker's Fax veritatis discusses a broad 
range of controversial dogmatic issues. In Germany, J.A. Osiander published a refu- 
tation of Cartesian theology that also discussed many chapters of Christian doctrine, 
starting with prolegomena and Scripture, and ending with the resurrection; Collegium 
considerationum in dogmata. theologica. Cartesianorum, Stuttgart 1684 (cf. Walch, Einleitung, III, 
784. 

7 ChrE. Weismann, /ntroductio in memorabilia ecclesiastica historiae sacrae Novi Testamenti, 
II, Stuttgart 1719, 908: *Nec inter postremos est Cartesianorum Antagonistas Petrus 
van Mastricht, qui in Gangraena Cartesiana, libro admodum methodico et perspicuo, 
hypotheses Cartesianas per totam seriem Systematici Theologici disposuit et exami- 
navit, sed raro feliciter et accurate, cum in plerisque negent Cartesiani mentem suam 
veramque sententiam esse expositam, et plerumque imbecillibus argumentis utatur 
Mastrichtius” (cf. 899: “Inter scripta Petri Mastrichtii celebritatem habent Theologia 
practica, et potissimum novissima illius editio, Gangraena novitatum Cartesianarum, et libellus 
de Fide. Sunt illa eleganter et ordinate disposita; desiderarunt tamen in iis Dissentientes 
Philosophi et T'heologi accuratam magis status controversiae delineationem, et grav- 
iora rationum quandoque pondera. Quo judicium Viro cetera doctissimo non ubivis 
iniuriam facere, omnino persuasum habemus"). Weismann was mentioned by Walch 
(Einleitung, II, 753) for his account of the antagonism between followers of Voetius and 
Cocceius (and cf. Buddeus, Jsagoge historico-theologica, Y, 1141, on Cartesianism). 

79 Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 215, cf. also 216 for the evidence. References to the 
book are also made, for instance, by German theologian Valentin Alberti in his AuxAoóv 
Karra, Quod est Cartesianismus et Coccejanismus, Belgio hodie molesti, nobis suspecti ..., Leipzig 
1678, and by G. von Tamm in his Dissertatio philosophica examinans Cartesianam methodum 
convincendi atheum, Rostock 1700. 

79 P. Allinga, Illustrium erotematum, tam ex theologia, quam philosophia, decades duodecim, 
accuratis responsionibus (in quibus examinantur etiam, quae viri clarissimi Witzius in Oecono- 
mia et Diatribe, et Mastricht in Gangraena cartesianismi, protulere adversus cl. Coccgum et 
subtiliss. Cartesium) illustrata, Utrecht 1679. Cf. Van Genderen, Herman Witsius. Bijdrage tot 
de kennis der gereformeerde theologie, s-Gravenhage 1953, 182 footnote 34. On Allinga, see 
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tish theologian Ralph Erskine still used this book by what he called 
“a learned divine and philosopher both.”® Van Mastricht is known 
as an orthodox Reformed, Voetian theologian.*! Yet he himself wished 
that the terms ‘Voetians’ and ‘Coccejans’ had never been invented.” 
Modern research has particularly noted his debt to seventeenth-century 
Puritan theologian William Ames,” whose works were also used—with 
several caveats—by Voetius.* Van Mastricht wrote a response to Petrus 
Allinga in a pseudonymous pamphlet Cartesianismi gangraena insanabilis. 


E.G.E. van der Wall, ‘Orthodoxy and Scepticism in the Early Dutch Enlightenment,’ 
in: R.H. Popkin/A. Vanderjagt (eds.), Scepticism and Irreligion in the Seventeenth and Eigh- 
teenth Centuries, Leiden/New York/Köln 1993, 121-141, here esp. 133-137; Van der Wall, 
‘Petrus Allinga,’ 131-145. 

80 Cf. T. McCosh, The Scottish Philosophy, Biographical, Expository, Critical. From Hutcheson 
to Hamilton, London 1875, 88. The quote is from R. Erskine, Faith no Fancy, or A Treatise 
of Mental Images Discovering the vain Philosophy and vile Divinity of a late Pamphlet, intitled, 
Mr. Robe’s fourth Letter to Mr. Fisher, Edinburgh 1745, 233 (for more references to Van 
Mastricht’s Gangraena, see e.g. 23, 147, 235, 265, 271, 274). C£. Neele, Living to God, 20. 

8! See J. van Genderen, Herman Witsius, 68: he “doceerde in beslist voetiaanse geest.” 
Cf. MJA. de Vrijer, Ds Bernardus Smytegelt en zijn “Gekrookte niet,” Vianen 1968, 9; Neele, 
Living to God, 17. 

#2 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 1174a (VII, c. 3, 844): “Cumque se opponerent passim 
Theologi Belgae, vetus systema foederum et testamentorum retinentes, interque eos 
Cl. Gisb. Voetius; nata sunt nomina Coccejanorum et Voettanorum, quae utinam audita 
nunquam fuissent." On Voetius, see also 1159. Cf. also another key Voetian, Melchior 
Leydekker in his De verborgentheid des geloofs, Rotterdam 1700, final p. of the preface: 
*Onse Godsgeleerdheid is van de Heer Voetius (die secker noyt verdiend heeft als een 
hoofd van factie geacht te werden) niet gesmeet: maar is volgens de Heilige Schriften te 
voor geleert door Mannen die de grondslag van de Reformatie gelegt hebben, en daar op 
in de Gemeinten en Academien sijn voortgegaan." 

83 See Neele, Living to God, 18 and references; J. van Vliet, “William Ames: Mar- 
row of the Theology and Piety of the Reformed Tradition,’ PhD dissertation, West- 
minster Theological Seminary, Philadelphia 2002, 346-369, 373-375 (I am indebted to 
Grace Mullen, who drew my attention to this dissertation). See also C. Graafland, 
‘Gereformeerde scholastiek VI,’ 322-323, idem, ‘Schriftleer en schriftverstaan,’ 61- 
62, 64, idem, Zekerheid van het geloof, 139 n. 1 and 156-157 n. 3, and cf. remarks 
by K. Reuter, Wilhelm Amestus, der führende Theologe des erwachenden reformierten Pietismus, 
Neukirchen 1940, 29, 39, 96; W. Geesink, Gereformeerde ethiek, II, ed. V. Hepp, Kampen 
1931, 494; W. Goeters, Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus in. der reformierten Kirche der Nieder- 
lande bis zur Labadistischen Krisis 1670, (1911) repr. Amsterdam 1974, 56; Muller, Post- 
Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, 1, 66, 117, 208; ‘T'hijssen-Schoute, Nederlands cartesianisme, 
450; N.S. Fiering, “Will and Intellect in the New England Mind,’ The William and Mary 
Quarterly 29 (1972) 515-558, here 553. 

9* Goeters, Pietismus, 82; Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, III, 20-21 (Duker also notes that 
in 1654 Ames's Medulla was used in Utrecht for ecclesiastical education, 129), see ‘De 
practica theologia," SDTh III, 8-9. Voetius on Ames's De conscientia: “Legant ipsi studiosi 
utilissimum hoc scriptum"; ‘De praxi fidei’ [PJ. Saenvliet, 24 November 1638], SDTh 
IL, Utrecht 1655, 505. 
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'This booklet was published in 1680 as being written by a person named 
“C. Scheunenus, Agr.”® Twelve years later Van Mastricht also took a 
position against Balthasar Bekker's De betoverde weereld.9? 


5. Anthonius Driessen (1684-1748) 


Whereas Voetius and Van Mastricht can be regarded as representatives 
of the same theological school, the third selected theologian, Anthonius 
Driessen, comes from a different, Cocceio-Cartesian, line of thought. 
With respect to the exegesis of Biblical prophecy Driessen wrote in 
1733: “I was brought up in the hypotheses of Mr Coccejus."" Yet some 
historians have seen him as providing an illustration of “the struggle of 
the soul and the Voetian Reformed type (De ziele-worsteling en het voeti- 
aansch gereformeerde type)” or as showing the “pure picture of a Voetian, 
essentially papal scholastic (het zuiver beeld van den voetstaanschen, in wezen 
roomschen, scholasticus)" Driessen, however, cannot be qualified as a typ- 
ically “Voetian” thinker. In a 1719 pamphlet he made it clear that, in his 


85 C. Scheunenus, Agr, Cartesianismi gangraena insanabilis duodecim. erotematum Tilus- 
trium decadibus, frustra curata per D. Petrum Allingam ... enneade erotematum vulgarium demon- 
strata, Utrecht 1680. Van Mastricht's authorship has been plausibly argued by V. Plac- 
cius, Theatrum anonymorum et pseudonymorum, Hamburg 1708, 175a (in the De scriptoribus 
pseudonymis liber “CHEPHAS SCHEUNENUS Agrippinas scripsit personatus Carthesianismi 
Gangraenam insanabilem, duodecim erotematum illustrium decadibus frustra curatam per 
Petrum ALLINGAM ..." “Est frater meus Petrus VON MAsTRICHT, assumpto cognomine avi Nostri: 
verba sunt autographae Symbolae Gerhardi von Mastricht, autorem Petrum von Mastricht S$ 
Theologiae Professorem Francofurtensem et Duisburgensem olim nunc Ultrajectinum aliis etiam scrip- 
tis notum, nobis detegentis.” Van Mastricht's grandfather's surname was “Sc(h)oning” (see 
WJ. van Asselt, ‘Mastricht,’ 360). C£. Van der Wall, ‘Petrus Allinga, 135; Neele, Living 
to God, 55-56. 

96 Van Mastricht, Ad virum Clariss. D. Balthasarem Beckerum epanorthosis gratulatoria, 
Utrecht 1692. On Bekker's work, see e.g. W. van Bunge's introduction and bibliog- 
raphy in his Balthasar Bekker, Die bezauberte Welt (1693). Mit einer Einleitung herausgegeben, 
Stuttgart/Bad Cannstatt 1997, 7-78; H.A. Krop in H. Holzhey et al. (eds.), Grundriss der 
Geschichte der Philosophie. Die Philosophie des 18. Jahrhunderts, I, Grossbritannien und Nor- 
damerika, Niederlande, Basel 2004, 1089-1090, 1139. 

87 Driessen, De geestelyke bruidegom en bruid, Groningen 1733, preface to the reader, 
[xxiii]: “Ik was opgewiegt in den hypothesen van den Heer coccejus. Ik ben altyd onder 
die geweest, en ben 'er nog onder, die op dien groten Man den behoorlyken prys zetten. 
Ik lieve zyne Navolgeren, myne Vrienden; dog zo, dat ik ook myne liefde gelykelyk dele 
aan den anderen Broederen." 

88 Quotes from M.J.A. de Vrijer, Schortinghuis en zijn analogieën, Amsterdam 1942, 156, 
and from L. Knappert, Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk, IL, Amsterdam 1912, 
148, respectively. 
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view, opposition to Cocceians and Cartesians basically had become an 
outdated issue long ago,? but with regard to the distinction between 
Voetians and Cocceians history showed he was not entirely right, for 
even after his death it was an issue in Groningen.” Driessen did not 
hesitate to side with the pious—the fynen, as they were called by crit- 
ics.”! He also certainly knew of spiritual struggles.” One of his Gronin- 
gen pupils, Alexander Comrie, originally from Perth in Scotland, later 
mentioned Driessen as an illustration of the insufficiency of “literal” 
knowledge (letterkennisse) as distinct from the knowledge that is imparted 
by the Holy Spirit. Comrie heard his professor pray in spiritual anxiety: 


1? 


“Oh God! Is there a way to escape, make it known unto mel,” even 
though this teacher had already published an exposition on “victorious 
grace.”® [n what is perhaps a reference to a similar period of anxiety, 
Meinhard Busscher relates that, when he was a student of Driessen, it 
occasionally happened that he supported his teacher by sitting up with 
him at night.” 


89 Driessen, Tegen-berigt, 14: “Liever bied’ ik hun [i.e. certain colleagues], zoze slegs 
willen, myne vriendschap aan, om met hun te verkeren in alle minzaamheid, gelyk ik 
doe met hunne Collegen, (die my, zo die welke van de zo genaamde Cocceaansche, als 
die van de Voetiaanze studie zyn, hertelyk lieven) en dan alles in °t vuur der minne te 
smoren, mits datze Cocceanen als Cocceanen, Cartezianen als Cartezianen, ene zaak 
die immers al lang in de Kerk afgedaan is, niet verketteren ...” 

90 K.M. Witteveen, Daniel Gerdes, Groningen 1963, 96-104. 

9! Driessen, Saulus bekeert en in den derden hemel opgetrokken. Benevens nog twee Stoffen, die de 
omgekeerde Blad-zyde aanwijst. Ook zijner ingevoegt eenige Aanmerkkingen over de onlangs uitgekomen 
korte uitlegging van het Gereformeert Geloov, door D. Theodorus van Tuinen, enz., Utrecht 1722, p. 
[1] of the preface. 

92 Cf. Witteveen, Daniel Gerdes, 53; J.C. Kromsigt, Wilhelmus Schortinghuis. Eene bladzijde 
wit de geschiedenis van het piëtisme in de gereformeerde kerk van Nederland, Groningen 1904, 25. 

% Honig, Alexander Comrie, 40; De Vrijer, Schortinghuis, 39; Kromsigt, Schortinghuis, 
24. Cf. A. Comrie, Stellige en praktikale verklaring van den Heidelbergschen Katechismus, ed. 
Th. Avinck, Nijkerk 1856, 4o: “Ik hebbe dat klaar gezien in een Hoogleeraar/ onder 
wien ik studeerde; bij hem zijnde in zijne zielsangsten/ waardoor hij in de dieptens 
en als in de onderste helle (hier nog op aarde zijnde) lag en als een worm kroop/ 
roepende: ô God! is er een weg van ontkominge/ maak hem mij bekend! … En 
deze hadde zijne Gratia Victrix van te voren uitgegeven.” Gratia victrix was published 
in 1725 (Dutch trans.: De overwinnende leer der bezondere genade, 1728); see the bibliography 
in BLGNP V, 159). On Comrie see also N.R. Needham, ‘Comrie, Alexander,’ in: N.M. 
de S. Cameron et al. (eds), Dictionary of Scottish Church History and Theology, Downers 
Grove 1993, 201. 

9 M. Busscher, * Vraagstuk Onlangs over zekere wyze van Goddelike Openbaring etc. an de 
protestantsche kerk, ter nader onderzoek en beoordeling, voorgestelt door ... Antonius Driessen .... 
Nu nader onderzogt en beoordeelt door zyn Hoog Eerw. Discipul, Groningen 1743, p. [iu] of 
the preface, addressing Driessen: *... In een tyt van benautheit, doe u bange was, 
doe de Heere U Hoog Eerw. hart kastydede (de levendige herinnering daar van perst 
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Driessen studied in various places in the Netherlands ('s-Hertogen- 
bosch, Franeker and Leiden). His Franeker teachers included Herman 
Alexander Röell” and Ruardus Andala*—both Cartesian thinkers. He 
later commends Andala for having encouraged him to take a critical 
stance toward the ethics of Arnold Geulincx, for which he—Driessen— 
fostered great admiration at that time.” In his brief sketch of nat- 
ural theology Driessen recommended to his students Andala's Com- 
pendium theologiae naturalis (1711). After his academic studies Driessen 
worked as a Reformed minister in several places, the last being Utrecht, 
from where he went to Groningen for a professorship in theology. 
Shortly after having taken up work in Groningen Driessen declared 
he wished to shift his main focus from writing books to his teaching 
tasks, but in fact he remained an extraordinarily productive writer dur- 
ing his career.” Among Dutch Reformed theologians of his generation 


my onder het schryven waarlik de tranen uit de ogen) doe heeft U Hoog Eerw. ook 
des nagts, om by U Hoog Eerw. te waken en dezelve op te passen, myn dienst wel 
willen gebruiken ...” This does not imply Driessen lived a solitary life; according to 
CJJ. Clements/J. van Sluis in BLGNP V, 154 he was married to Elisabeth Huysinga 
from 1714 and, after she died in 1719, he remarried Jacoba Lucia Cuyck van Mierop in 
1721. The latter outlived him. 

> See J. van Sluis, Herman Alexander Röell, Leeuwarden 1988; on Driessen 119-120. 

% In a letter to M. Incze Baczoni from 3 March 1718 Andala himself calls Driessen 
"discipulus egregius Clar. Roélli ...,” see E. Zoványi, ‘Brieven van Nederlandsche 
geleerden aan Hongaarsche geleerden,’ NAK 1 (1902) 423-436, here 434. On Andala 
see S.H.M. Galama, Het wijsgerig onderwijs aan de Hogeschool te Franeker, 1585-1811, Franeker 
1954, 138—150; P. Swagerman, Ratio en revelatio, PhD diss. Groningen 1967, 52-59, 106— 
121, 168-178; A. de Groot, ‘Andala, Ruardus, in BLGNP, UI, 21-22; Israel, Radical 
Enlightenment, 480-485; H.A. Krop in H. Holzhey et al. (eds.), Grundriss, 1084, 1097— 
1090, 1092-1093. 

97 Driessen, Preface, in: Kepotyrannos Germanus/Cartesius Kristianus, Kort begrip 
der geulingiaanse zedekonst ... met de aanmerkingen van den heer Cartesius Kristianus, voorgestelt 
aan't oordeel van den hoog-geleerden en wydberoemden heer Antonius Driessen, Groningen 1722, 
[1] (cf. Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands cartesianisme, 180-181). Another former teacher of 
Driessen, Salomon Van Til, was not critical of Geulincx, whose ethics he rather 
recommended (Theologiae utriusque compendium, cum naturalis tum revelatae, Leiden 1704, 
Praefatio ad lectorem, [xvii]). Elsewhere Van Til recommended Geulincx’s “annotata 
majora ad principia Philosophiae Cartesii," while also noting that *... Disputationes 
lectu sunt dignissimae, in quibus praeter materias Physicas attigit praeprimis materias 
Ethicas, in quibus tradendis excelluit”; Bibliotheca, in Van Til, Methodus concionandı, 35. 

% Driessen, Theologiae naturalis brevior et rudior delineatio in usum scholae domesticae, Gro- 
ningen 1719, [iv]. 

9 Driessen, Over alle de wonderwerken van Jesus, Utrecht 1717, p. [v]-[vii] of the ded- 
ication, here [v]-[vii]: “Ook zou het, dewijl mijne omstandigheden verandert zijn, 
veel-licht lange konnen aanloopen, eer een eenig mijner bearbeidde stukken, of in het 
Latijn, of in het Nederduitsch, het licht zie, dewijl ik voornemens ben, de Schrijfveder 
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Driessen stands out for the extent of his engagement in critical inter- 
action with philosophical thought. He first adhered to Cartesianism, 
but this philosophy was fiercely criticised in his 1734 book Sapientia hujus 
mundi. ? In 1718-1719 Driessen criticised Spinozistic tendencies in Jacob 
Wittich’s discussion of God and His attributes.'! His opposition to the 
ethics of Arnold Geulincx was made public in 1722 in a preface to an 
anti-Geulincx pamphlet that was published under pseudonyms, behind 
which at least theologian Gerard Outhof can be supposed to have hid- 
den himself." Driessen's main work on natural theology was published 


en Drukpers voortaen rust te geven, en my met mijnen ganschen Geest te leggen op 
het onderwijs der Academische Jeugd ...” 

100 In 1718 Driessen could still speak of Cartesian philosophy “cui et ego addictus 
sum" (Responsionum Wittichianarum refutatio, Groningen 1718, [xviii-xix]). And Jacob Wit- 
tich quoted—in a critical way—a corollary of a 1718 disputation in which Driessen 
described Descartes as “a most orthodox philosopher (philosophum óo$060&óraxov)," 
who authored no heterodox tenets (J. Wittich, Wijsgerige verhandeling van de natuure Gods, 
Leiden 1719, Byvoegsel, [1], quoting from a disputation De sensu mystico historiae lapsus). 
See on Driessen's initial appreciation of Cartesian philosophy also Sapientia hujus mundi 
quam Deus stultitiam fecit, Groningen 1734, [viii], [xii], 65; a critical discussion of Carte- 
sian philosophy is given here on pages 34-67. Cf. my ‘Driessens theologische kritiek 
op de leibniziaans-wolffiaanse filosofie,’ in: A.H. Huussen Jr. (ed.), Onderwijs en onderzoek. 
Studie en wetenschap aan de academie van Groningen in de 17e en 18e eeuw, Hilversum 2003, 
185-206, here 185-186. 

101 Driessen’s publications include: Dissertatio Cl. J. Wittichii Disputationi de natura Dei 
opposita, qua difficultates adversus Disputationem motae vindicantur et urgentur, Groningen 1718; 
Epistola ad virum … T.H. van den Honert, Groningen 1718; Responsionum Wittichianarum 
refutatio. Dissertation nuper emissae adnectenda praemittitur alloquium ad ipsum Cl. Wittichium, 
Groningen 1718; Alloguium alterum ad lectorem orthodoxum rei gestae narrationem. vindicans 
adversus repraesentationem Cl. Honertu alteram, Groningen 1718; Responsio ad Jacobi Wittichu 
alloquium ad lectorem philosophum, Groningen 1718; Alloquium ad ecclesiam. Belgicam in brevi 
tabella disputationem J. Wittichit de natura Det exhibens et paragraphorum singulorum. mentem 
indicans, Groningen 1718; Responsio ad vindicationem Gr. V., Groningen 1718; Beter berigt 
… gegeven aan den Nederlandzen lezer en dien weledelen gestrengen heer den welken de heer T.H. van 
den Honert Professor der H. Theologie te Leiden door zynen gedrukten brief misleid heeft, Groningen 
1719; Tegen-berigt van Antonius Driessen … ter verydeling van enige verdigte vertellingen, door welke 
de HHren van den Honert, Wittichius, en hunne aanhangeren zyn gedrag omtrent het Dispuut van 
Wittichius de natura Dei tragten verdagt te maken, Groningen 1719. Cf. Thijssen-Schoute, 
Nederlands cartestanisme, 495-496; Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 439-443; my ‘Anthonius 
Driessen contra Jacob Wittich: over God, de schepping en causaliteit’ in: G. Coppens 
(ed), Spinoza en de scholastiek, Leuven / Leusden 2003, 53-68 and references. 

10? Driessen’s preface was published in Kepotyrannos Germanus/Cartesius Kris- 
tianus, Kort begrip der geulingiaanse zedekonst; cf. Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands cartesianisme, 
180-181. That Gerard Outhof contributed to this volume is revealed in Th. Hase/ 
EA. Lampe (eds.), Bibliotheca historico-philologico-theologica, classis septimae fasciculus quar- 
tus, Bremen 1723, 759: “Sub nomine Kepotyranni et Germani delitescit, doctissimus 
Vir, neque rarum in hac Bibliotheca nomen Gerhardus ourHovius” (I am indebted to 
Jonathan Israel for his suggestion of consulting this Bibliotheca on Driessen). On Out- 
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in Groningen in 1728 under the title Lumen et doctrina conscientiae per Scrip- 
turam S. illustratae et bseudophilosophis nostri et praeteriti temporis oppositae. The 
complete title reveals that its polemical side is focused especially on 
the *Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy which overturns the moral King- 
dom of God, the foundation of religion." In 1729 Driessen published a 
sequel on supernatural theology: Lumen et doctrina Scripturae S., qui tracta- 
tus subjungendus tractatui Lumen et Doctrina conscientiae per Scripturam S. illus- 
tratae. The critique of Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy was continued in 
the years 1734 and 1735, when Driessen addressed especially a Gronin- 
gen colleague, the philosopher Nicolaus Engelhard.'? Driessen died in 
1748.1% 

Through his education Driessen adopted a Cocceio-Cartesian the- 
ological orientation. His own publications do not reveal much of a 


hof, see AJ. van der Aa (ed.), Biographisch Woordenboek der Nederlanden, XIII, Haarlem 
n.d., 279-283; B. Glasius, Godgeleerd Nederland. Biographisch woordenboek van Nederlandsche 
godgeleerden, III, ’s-Hertogenbosch 1856, 44-46. 

105 Driessen’s writings against Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy include: Sapientia hujus 
mundi quam Deus stultitiam fecit, Groningen 1734; Apologia pro instituto suo in detegenda et 
refutanda Cl. Engelhardi philosophia Leibnitio- Wolffiana contra Apologiam Cl. Engelhardt. Praeam- 
bula dissertationibus secuturis, Groningen 17345 Dissertatio de praedestinationis Divinae objecto, non 
homine creabili et labili sed lapso, quam sententiam tenuit Dordracena synodus, Groningen 1734; 
D. Joachimi Langu … analysis systematis Wolfiani, et directum Wolfu pro atheismo patrocinium, 
excerpta ex scriptis cl. Langu Causa Det etc. Halae-Saxonum A. 1726 et 1727 contra Wolfium editis, 
cum Antoni Driessen ... praefatione quae controversiis super Philosophia. Leibnitiana publice. agi- 
tatis finem imponit, Groningen 1735. On Engelhard, see Wielema, ‘Engelhard’; Krop in: 
Holzhey et al. (eds.), Grundriss, 1114, 1120-1123; on Driessen's polemics with Leibnizian- 
Wolffian philosophy, cf. my “Driessens theologische kritiek’ and references. 

104 For the biographical data mentioned above, see CJJ. Clements/J. van Sluis, 
‘Driessen, Anthonius,’ BLGNP, V, 155-158 (with bibliography by A. Goudriaan/J. van 
Sluis, 158—162); see also the entry ‘Driessen (Anthonius) in: J.P. de Bie/J. Loosjes 
(eds.), Biographisch Woordenboek van Protestantsche Godgeleerden in Nederland, IL, ’s-Gravenhage 
n.d., 597-614, and ‘Anthonius Driessen,’ in: B. Glasius, Godgeleerd Nederland. Biographisch 
Woordenboek van Nederlandsche Godgeleerden, 1, ’s-Hertogenbosch 1851, 384-390; Kromsigt, 
Schortinghuis, 20-25, and—also as an addition to the reference given in my ‘Driessens 
theologische kritiek,’ 185 n. 2—see I. Boot, De allegorische uitlegging van het Hooglied, voor- 
namelijk in Nederland, Woerden 1971, 242. The present work overlaps with and docu- 
ments my entry on Driessen in W. van Bunge et al (eds), The Dictionary of Seventeenth 
and Eighteenth- Century Dutch Philosophers, Bristol 2003, 275-277. Driessen's later reputation 
has been influenced by the critical remarks against his person and conduct made by 
his Groningen colleague Cornelius van Velzen, see his Antwoord van Prof. C. van Velzen 
op de quaadaardige en lasterlyke Aanmerkingen die de heer Prof. A. Driessen dit Jaar 1740 gemaakt 
heeft..., Groningen 1740, esp. I-11 (on Van Velzen, see D. Nauta, “Velzen, Cornelius 
van,’ BLGNP, III, 366-368; Van Lieburg, Eswilerianen, 94-98). For Driessen's bibliogra- 
phy see also the list of publications that he drew up himself in 1738, in Oude en meuwe 
mensch, gebragt tot een zaamstel der praktikale Godgeleerdheid, starting at p. 796 (the copy that I 
used ends at p. 800, but the list obviously continues). 
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dependence on authors such as Voetius and Van Mastricht.! What 
they reveal, among other things, is an interest in contemporary Ger- 
man theology and philosophy. This 1s shown by the fact that he re- 
sponded to Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy and that in his opposition 
to it he sided with the Lutheran Pietist Joachim Lange from Halle. 
He sent Lange a printed portion of Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, and 
mentioned a letter by Lange in the ‘Dedication’ of the same book! 
The joint opposition to Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy did not mean 
there were no theological disagreements: Driessen differed from the 
German Pietist on the subject of particular grace." Another Ger- 
man writer important to Driessen was Johannes Franz Buddeus, whose 
work offered him orientation for some of his university teaching.!® The 
work of C.M. Pfaff also included passages he thought worthy of being 
quoted. ^? 

Driessen defended Reformed orthodoxy against the new philoso- 
phies of his day. This is a sufficient reason for selecting him as a repre- 
sentative of eighteenth-century Reformed theology. Yet his own ortho- 
doxy has also been questioned, especially with reference to his alleged 


105 J.B.E. Heerspink noted that Driessen mentioned Voetius and Coccejus in his Oude 
en meuwe mensch gebragt tot een zaamstel der praktikale Godgeleerdheid (Groningen 1738), 634, 
639 (De Godgeleerdheid en hare beoefenaars aan de Hoogeschool te Groningen, gedurende het 250-jarig 
bestaan der Akademie, I, van 1614-1752, Groningen 1864, 87-88). In addition, Driessen in 
this book referred to Voetius on 665 (7a Asketika, Chapter 20) and he gave an extract 
of Voetius’s Ta Asketika, Chapter 19, on 701—709. According to Heerspink there was no 
real Voetian-Cocceian antagonism in Driessen’s day in Groningen; I, 87-88, 115-117. 

106 J. Lange, Caussa Dei et religionis adversus atheismum (2nd ed. 1727), repr. by J. École, 
Hildesheim/Zürich/New York 1984, here [xi]-[xiii] of the preface to the second ed. 
See also Driessen, Apologia pro instituto suo, 12-14. Driessen refers to a letter by Lange 
in Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, dedicatio [iv]. On Lange, cf. B. Bianco, ‘Freiheit gegen 
Fatalismus. Zu Joachim Langes Kritik an Wolff in: N. Hinske (ed.), Halle. Aufklärung und 
Pietismus, Zentren der Aufklärung I, Heidelberg 1989, 111-155; M. Kühnel, Joachim Lange 
(1670-1744), der “Hällische Feind” oder: Ein anderes Gesicht der Aufklärung. Ausgewählte Texte und 
Dokumente zum Streit über Freiheit-Determinismus, Halle/Saale 1996. 

107 Driessen, De leer der bezondere genade bewezen..., Groningen 1737. The bibliography 
in BLGNP V, 160 mentions that a German translation by J.W. Lustig was published 
in 1738. On Driessen's criticism of Lange see J. Auer, ‘Die Kontroverse um Joachim 
Lange's Lehre von der allgemeinen Gnade 1732-1738. Um Ursprung und Grundlagen 
der EKU; in: E. Iserloh/K. Repgen (eds.), Reformata reformanda. Festgabe für Hubert 
Jedin..., IL, Münster 1965, 414-430, here 427-428. 

108 See especially Driessen's Typus concinnandi theologiam. historico-dogmaticam et subsidia, 
Groningen 1745. Also, in his Oude en nieuwe mensch, 237—263, Driessen gives an extract 
from a part of Buddeus's book on superstition. Cf. C. van Velzen, Antwoord, 94-95. 

109 See Driessen, De overwinnende leer der bezondere genade, 181-204; Hypotheses Arminian- 
izantes V. Cl. H. Venema detectae et refutatae, Groningen 1733, 47-50. 
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adherence to the view of the Trinity that was developed by his former 
teacher H.A. Róell, who considered the notion of an eternal genera- 
tion of the Son by the Father contradictory. Röell was attacked by his 
colleague Campegius Vitringa. In 1691 the States of Friesland forbade 
discussions of the 1ssue,!^ yet Röell’s views were widely condemned in 
the Republic.!!! The Walcheren articles of 1693, for instance, opposed any 
denial of “the eternal generation of the Son of God,” of “the eternal 
procession of the Holy Spirit,” and of “the natural order of Persons" 
in the Trinity!? Driessen respected his former teacher Röell and he 
did so consistently throughout his life. Yet he stated that he did not 
agree with Röell’s “particular feelings."!? Driessen was a defender of 
Reformed orthodoxy, but in 1640 his Groningen colleague Cornelius 
van Velzen, irritated by Driessen's criticisms, drew up a list of views 
by which the latter abandoned the more common orthodox paths.!'* 
Moreover, Driessen's orthodoxy is qualified by the fact that his 1743 
tract 4^... On a certain mode of Divine revelation, accompanied by 
truly miraculous circumstances ..." was condemned in Groningen for 
fanaticism: the general view was that Driessen appreciated extraordi- 
nary revelations too much, and valued too little the written Word of 
God and the narrow bonds that interconnect its single verses.!? 


110 On Röell’s view and the discussions in Friesland until 1691, see Van Sluis, Röell, 
86-98. 

11 Van Sluis, Röell, 99-121. 

112 Van Sluis, Röell, 102-103. Walcheren articles, no. 2; text in: J.N. Bakhuizen van 
den Brink et al. (eds.), Documenta reformatoria, I, Kampen 1960, 463-469, here 465-466 
(quotes from 465). Cf. M. van der Bijl, “Iweedracht,’ 85. 

113 Driessen, Zegen-berigt, especially 9: “Ik heb altyd voor de loffelyke hoedanighe- 
den van den Heer Roëll ene byzondere hoogagting gehad, en ze zullen by my altyd 
verblyven in ene eerbiedige nagedagtenis, of ik schoon niet was van zyne bezondere 
gevoelens” (also quoted in Van Sluis, Röell, 120). Driessen published an Ontwerp over ^t 
aangenomen gevoelen der kerk en dat van den heer professor Roell betreffende de eeuwige geboorte des 
Zoons wit den Vader, met de wederzytze redenen, (1719) 2nd ed., Groningen 1720. On Driessen's 
response to Réell’s trinitarian views, see Van Sluis, Röell, 119-120; Clements/ Van Sluis, 
‘Driessen,’ 155; on later discussions, 156—157, where Driessen, however, is said to think 
along the lines of Röell (157). 

114 C. van Velzen, Antwoord, 86-109, where he concludes, 109: *... dat mijn Collega 
ook spreekwijzen en stellingen heeft/ die de goedkeuring van Nederlandts Gereformeerde 
kerken, Synoden en Theologische Faculteiten niet wegdraagen/ ’t gene vooral niet past in een 
Man/ die op ieders spreekmanieren en stellingen wat te zeggen heeft.” 

115 Clements/Van Sluis, ‘Driessen,’ 157-158; E. van Lieburg, ‘De bijbel als orakelboek. 
Bibliomantie in de protestantse traditie,’ in: A.L. Molendijk (ed), Materieel christendom. 
Religie en materiële cultuur in West-Europa, Hilversum 2003, 81-105, here 98-101; Witteveen, 
Daniel Gerdes, 93-96. Cf. Driessen, Vraagstuk voorgestelt aan de protestantse kerk over zekere wyze 
van Goddelyke openbaring, vergezelt met warelyk mirakuleuze omstandigheden, waar wit blyken zou, dat 
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6. Selected Theological Issues 


The choice of Voetius, Van Mastricht, and Driessen as representatives 
of Reformed theology 1s, to some extent, arbitrary. Yet their works can 
provide some significant insights into the relationship between theology 
and philosophy during more than one century. This general focus is 
narrowed down in the following chapters to several theological issues 
with important philosophical aspects.!'? Thus it should become possible 
to discuss in more detail how theologians, in explaining and defend- 
ing Christian Reformed doctrine, did or did not integrate philosoph- 
ical views. The issues discussed need not contain direct engagement 
with philosophical authors or views, but they concern areas that basi- 
cally can also be a subject of philosophical enquiry. Philosophy in this 
study is broadly defined and includes subject matters that have been 
treated in writings on issues in metaphysics, natural philosophy, natu- 
ral or philosophical theology, and natural law. This broad understand- 
ing resembles the notion of philosophy that is used, for example, in 
Voetius's Introductio ad Philosophiam Sacram from 1651.17 

The first issue to be discussed has a preliminary character: How did 
the selected theologians view the relation between philosophy and the- 
ology, or between Holy Scripture and human thought? Their positions 
in this more general respect can be conceived as consequential also 
for the way in which they address specific 1ssues. The second chapter 
focuses on the doctrine of creation, and deals with several questions 
that concern in one way or another both theology and philosophy, such 
as substantial forms, Copernicanism, and Divine accommodation. In 
the third place the doctrine of Divine providence will be discussed, as 
involving notions of primary and secondary causality, which are central 
to both theology and philosophy. Additional themes for this chapter 
are miracles and the way in which history is understood. The fourth 


de Geest der Profetie en der Wonder-werkken, ook in deze dagen, zy in de Hervormde Kerk by derzelver 
Regtzinnige Belyderen, in tegenstelling en ter beschaming van gewaande Prophetie en. Enthusiastische 
Geestdryvery, ook in dezen Tyd..., Groningen 1743— This section (5) on Driessen carries 
over material or observations from my article ‘Anthonius Driessens theologische kritiek,” 
and see also my ‘Anthonius Driessen contra Jacob Wittich’. 

116 One well-known example of an investigation that deals with various topics of 
Christian doctrine is, of course, H.A. Oberman, The Harvest of Medieval Theology. Gabriel 
Biel and Late Medieval Nominalism, grd ed., Durham, NC, 1983. A recent and relevant 
example is P. Helm, John Calvin's Ideas, Oxford 2004. 

117 See above, footnote 31. 
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chapter 1s concerned with several questions regarding the human per- 
son, such as the relationship between soul and body, the interpreta- 
tion of the human being's creation in the image of God, and human 
conscience. Another area in which theology and philosophy are closely 
connected concerns Divine and natural law, including its implications 
for the views on the task of civil government with regard to toleration 
of false religion. Questions pertaining to this field are addressed in the 
fifth chapter. 

These five case studies on quite diverse subjects should make it 
possible to draw several conclusions on what changes took place in 
Reformed theology and how these can be related to developments 
in philosophy. The final chapter is devoted to concluding observa- 
tions. There, finally, an attempt can be made to decide whether there 
is some historical justification for what twentieth-century theologian 
Hugo Visscher recommended with respect to many eighteenth-century 
Reformed writers, namely, that they be left unread, “because they often 
bear a character that 1s determined more by the philosophy of those 
days than by profound and tender religious life.” !!? 


118 H, Visscher, Van onze knapen, 58: “Uit den tijd der 18e eeuw zijn er heel wat, 
die even goed ter zijde kunnen worden gelegd, omdat zij vaak een karakter dragen, 
dat meer door de philosophie dier dagen wordt bepaald dan door diep en teeder 
godsdienstig leven." On the critical appreciation of the Dutch eighteenth century, that 
has been commonplace, cf. for instance Huisman, Neerlands Israel, 13-27. A telling 
instance is provided by K. Dijk, writing on the Christian Millennium: “De slappe 
achttiende eeuw heeft voor ons weinig betekenis”; Het rijk der duizend jaren. Beschouwingen 
in het verleden en het heden over het duizendjarig rijk, Kampen [1933], 86. 


CHAPTER ONE 


HOLY SCRIPTURE, HUMAN REASON, 
AND NATURAL THEOLOGY 


I. Introduction 


How a Christian theologian appreciates philosophy can be seen, among 
other things, from the way in which he defines the relationship between 
human reason and Holy Scripture. The theology of the Reformation 
clearly subjected human reason to biblical authority and this essen- 
tially had also been the view of medieval Catholicism as represented by 
‘Thomas Aquinas and others. In the period extending from Voetius's 
ministry to Driessen’s death a number of philosophical views con- 
tributed to an emancipation of human reason. One of these views 
stressed philosophy's independence from theology and vice versa, as was 
the strategy of several Cartesians.! Another declared human reason or 
philosophy the main authority in deciding how the Bible should be 
interpreted, as did Lodewijk Meijer in 1666 in his Philosophia S. Scrip- 
turae interpres, and to a similar effect, Spinoza. Therefore, the question 
may be asked as to how Voetius, Van Mastricht, and Driessen defended 
the priority of Holy Scripture in relation to human reason, and how 
they defined the relationship between theology and philosophy ($8 2-4). 
A more specific and related question 1s how they appreciated natural 
theology, as distinct from supernatural theology ($5). 


2. Voetius’s Appreciation of Philosophy 


2.1. Christian Aristotelianism in Support of Theology 


Not long after the Reformation influential Reformed thinkers, such 
as Bartholomaeus Keckermann and others, espoused a positive view 
of the usefulness of philosophy for theology? A positive appreciation 


! See e.g Th. Verbeek, De vrijheid van de filosofie. Reflecties over een Cartestaans thema, 
Utrecht 1994. 
? Muller, After Calvin, 122-136. Muller sees “a fairly direct line connecting Keck- 
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of metaphysics? or of philosophy more generally—broadly conceived 
as including metaphysics, logic, natural philosophy, and so on—is also 
defended by Voetius.* In his first disputation as a professor at Utrecht 
one of the theses he had defended was: “The light of nature does not 
fight with the light of grace, nor philosophy with theology. Therefore, 
a-theological, and also doing injury to God and His truth, are those 
who condemn philosophy.” Voetius maintained this view later as well, 
which offers one reason for his high appreciation of philosophy. He 
repeats the point in other words when arguing elsewhere that philos- 
ophy as such is not a source of heresy? Here he notes that the unity 
of truth implies that “naturally revealed philosophical truth does not 
contradict theological truth." Other considerations supporting the har- 
mony between philosophy and theology are that reason and truth are 
the good gifts of God and that He recommends to people the “knowl- 
edge that 1s attained by reason and by the senses that serve reason, 
Rom. 1:19-20 and 2:14-15, Acts 17:27, Isa. 40:21, 26 and this is noth- 
ing other than philosophy"? That philosophy provokes heresy is also 


ermann with Vermigli and Melanchthon, the first major reformers to deal positively 
with the issue of the relation of philosophy to theology" (126). On Keckermann, see 
W.H. van Zuylen, Bartholomäus Keckermann. Sein Leben und Wirken, Borna-Leipzig 1934. 

3 Voetius, ‘De errore et haeresi, pars sexta’ [G. Baxcamp; 22 November 1656], 
SDTh III, 750-768, here 753-754. 

^ See e.g. Voetius, Sermoen van de nutticheydt der academien ende scholen, mitsgaders der 
wetenschappen ende consten, Utrecht 1636, 39-40 (on logic and dialectics) and 40-41 (on 
metaphysics). Cf. W. van ’t Spijker, Vroomheid en wetenschap by Voetius, Apeldoorn 1998, 
33: “Voetius’ sterkste kant is die van een theologische metafysica” (cf. 43). On the 
positive use of philosophy see also Diatribae, Praefatio, 24-31 and cf. 110-134 (a revised 
and expanded version of Voetius's /ntroductio ad philosophiam sacram from 1651, where 
philosophia sacra is also defined broadly, cf. the Dutch trans. in Goudriaan/De Niet, 
* Introductio); see also Exercitia et bibliotheca studiosi theologiae, for instance 26 (cf. Van 
't Spijker, ‘Gisbertus Voetius,’ 52-53) and its chapters ‘De Apparatu Philosophico 
in genere’ (343-355), De Apparatu Logico et Mnemonico' (355-357), De Apparatu 
Metaphysico’ (357-368), ‘De apparatu Physico’ (368-388) etc. Cf. Verbeek, Descartes and 
the Dutch, 6-7, and references on 100-101. 

5 Voetius, Assertiones theologicae de praeiudiciis verae religionis [D. van Box- 
tel], philosophical-theological theses, no. 1, reprinted in Thersites heautontimorumenos, 
Utrecht 1635, 347: “Lumen naturae cum lumine gratiae, Philosophia cum Theologia 
non pugnant. Itaque deddAoyou sunt, insuper in Deum et veritatem ejus injurii, qui 
Philosophiam condemnant.” C£ Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, IL, 1-70. 

6 De selectis quibusdam problematis, pars sexta’ [B. Strythoud, 18 November 
1648], SD V, 630-640, here 632, citing the Syllabus problematum. 

7 ‘De errore et haeresi, pars sexta’ [G. Baxcamp, 22 November 1656], SDT/ III, 
750-758. 

8 De errore et haeresi, pars sexta,’ SDTh III, 750: “Quia Deus provocat et nos 
remittit ad cognitionem, quae per rationem, et per sensus rationi ancillantes habetur, 
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very unlikely in view of the constructive contributions it makes to theol- 
ogy. Thus with regard to dogmatics, philosophy provides a methodolog- 
ical framework of thinking by definitions, distinctions, demonstrations, 
and so on. Philosophy provides arguments to natural theology. On the 
other hand, corrupt reasoning can be unmasked by philosophy, which 
makes the philosopher's work helpful to apologetic or polemical theol- 
ogy (Theologia Elenctica). Thus for example, philosophy can assist in 
the defence of orthodox Christianity against Socinianism. Yet Voetius 
warns that only good arguments should be used, for otherwise, as he 
quotes T'homas Aquinas, the defence will seem ridiculous to the oppo- 
nents. In addition, Christian missions can also profit from the assis- 
tance of philosophy. ! 

For Voetius, in short, the usefulness of philosophy is obvious, mainly 
because rational and sensitive knowledge is given and recommended 
by God and because, as a matter of fact, philosophy has contributed 
to sound theology. This basic position 1s clear enough, yet given the 
considerable amount of different philosophies that have been devel- 
oped, the question can be asked which particular philosophy Voetius 
sees as nearest to truth. Of course, he knew of the warning against 
philosophy that was given by the apostle Paul: *Beware lest any man 
spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of 
men, after the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ” (Col. 2:8; 
AV). On Voetius's assumption that “all that which is true and good 
is from God,” however, this text should not be read as an objection 
against all philosophy.? Rather, what Paul intends to warn against is 


Rom. 1 vers. 19, 20 et 2 vers. 14, 15, Actor. 17:27, lesa. 40 vers. 21, 26, atqui haec nihil aliud 
est quam philosophia." 

? De errore et haeresi, pars sexta,’ SDTh III, 750-751. Cf. Thersites heautontimoru- 
menos, 127-128 on metaphysics and theology, here 127: “Scripturis tanquam unico prin- 
cipio Christianis Theologiam nostram persuademus, Metaphysicam et Philosophiam 
adhibemus ut regulas consequentiarum fulciamus, ut sophismata ac strophas ex cor- 
rupta ac perversa ratione ex pseudo-philosophia depromptas delegamus." In his 1636 
disputation ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, Voetius defended rational argument 
in theology against the ‘biblicist’ critique of some Catholic opponents. ‘De ratione 
humana in rebus fidei, thesis 6; SDTh I, 6-10 (on the use of logic in biblical inter- 
pretation, cf. also Sermoen, 39-40). For Voetius on the definition of theology, see his 
Diatribae, 2—9. 

10 *Praescriptiones et antidota generalia pro Christianismo adversus Socinianos’ 
[I. Deak, 14 February 1635], SDTh I, 434—441, here 439. 

1 H.A. van Andel, De zendingsleer van Gisbertus Voetius, Kampen 1912, 154-155, 172— 


175 


12 Voetius, ‘De errore et haeresi, pars sexta,’ SDTh II, 751. 
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“pseudo-philosophy,” in Voetius's estimate probably some variation of 
“Pythagorean-Platonic” philosophy." 

Not surprisingly then, Voetius's favourite philosophy is not Platon- 
ism. He rather opts for the “Aristotelian-scholastic modified philosophy 
that is usually treated in Christian schools, at least the Reformed ones.” 
This Reformed Aristotelianism did, of course, not accept all particular 
statements of Aristotle, but only what Voetius considered acceptable.'* 
To the Scottish theologian Robert Baillie he wrote that he considered 
Aristotle's Metaphysica not to have much didactic value, at least not 
for theological students, because of its unsystematic treatment of dis- 
parate matters.? Good aspects of received Aristotelianism included, in 
his view, its “method of teaching (methodus docendi),” its use of the prin- 
ciples of natural thought that are confirmed by ample experience. In 
addition, *the common philosophy of Reformed schools that 1s adjusted 
to and working for (ancıllans) the Christian faith” can, as such, also 
be termed philosophia Christiana. According to Voetius, for solid work in 
theology acquaintance with this philosophy is necessary.!® This can be 


15 ‘De errore et haeresi, pars sexta,’ SDTh III, 754-756. See also Diatribae, Praefatio, 
[ui]: “Et vel lectio istius capitis, et notae marginales Belgicae satis ostendunt, intelligi 
philosophos Platonicos, Iudeorum Essae [n? Jorum magistros." C£. Verbeek, Descartes and 
the Dutch, 101 n. 33; Muller, After Calvin, 129; idem, Post Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, I, 
365, 367. On the text, cf. also Theodore Beza, Annotationum maiorum in Novum Testamentum 
pars altera, n.p. 1594, 409a. 

14 Introductio ad philosophiam sacram, in: Diatribae, 132: “... Peripatetico-scholastica phi- 
losophia interpolata, quae in scholis Christianis, saltem reformatis, vulgo tradi solet 
(neque enim memini puram Aristotelicam absque ulla mixtione aut interpolatione, 
quod ad materiam aut formam alicubi tradi) ..."; Dutch trans. in A. Goudriaan/ 
C.A. de Niet, ‘Introductio’ 55. Cf. *Problematum de Deo, pars quarta’ [16 July 1653, 
J. Leoninus], SD V, 76-83, here 83: *... Aristotelis et scholasticorum Philosophiae rite 
in scholis reformatis emendatae, et ad veritatem religionis accommodatae ...” In a 
similar way the Voetian pamphlet of Suetonius Tranquillus, Nader opening, 9-10, 15-16, 
speaks of a “reformed and purged" Aristotelian philosophy that has a proven record for 
its profitableness with respect to various fields of academic learning. This philosophy 
seems not too different from what Voetius elsewhere describes as “communis Schola 
Philosophorum Reformatae, Lutheranae, Pontificiae professionis"; ‘Problematum de 
angelis, pars prima’ [F. vanden Eede; 5 November 1659], SD V, 241-251, here 251. 

15 Voetius to Robert Baillie, 13 April 1655, in: D. Laing (ed.), The Letters and Journals 
of Robert Baillie, A.M., Principal of the University of Glasgow, 1637-1662, III, Edinburgh 1842, 
270-275, here 274: “Certe prolixi illi libri Metaphysicorum vix ullo ordine conscripti, et 
farraginem multarum rerum continentes, non videntur juventuti sacro studio destinatae 
proponendi." On Baillie’s appreciation of Voetius, cf. Henderson, Religious Life, 74, 78, 
131; Drummond, Ark, 132-133. 

16 Voetius, ‘Disputatio continens positiones aliquot micellaneas,’ SDTh, IV, 757— 
758. Cf. a similar statement regarding knowledge of scholastic theology, ‘De theologia 
scholastica, SDTh I, 28. See on this philosophy and its enormous influence: Israel, 
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understood, of course, in the light of his view that this philosophy is and 
has been helpful in the systematic construction of theology. Two further 
observations can be made here. In the first place, the asserted close 
alliance between Christian theology and received philosophy suggests 
that Voetius will object to any new philosophy that constitutes a major 
departure from received philosophy: criticism of the received philos- 
ophy could also imply criticism of the theology that makes use of its 
concepts and theories. In the second place, Voetius situates Reformed 
theology within a broader historical and social context. In this way 
he seems to expresses a sympathy for conservatism and consensus." 
An argument from consensus is sometimes one of the last points that 
Voetius raises when offering a series of theological arguments! Accord- 
ingly, Voetius is a consistent opponent of “solipsists (soli-ipsi)? and 
of attributing authoritative status to views of single individuals (“aùros 
épa”). Therefore, one of Voetius's reasons for opposing the philosophy 
of Descartes seems to be its novelty or its disrespect of the historical, 
social, and material usefulness—or even indispensability—of received 
philosophy? 


Radical Enlightenment, 16—17; on the critical Christian adoption of Aristotelian philosophy, 
cf. W. Pannenberg, Theologie und Philosophie, 69-89. 

As he wrote in another context: “Non sum ego ex eorum numero, qui ad bene 
dicta fastidiunt, quia scil. ab aliis jam dicta sunt. Mihi stat illud, Via trita, Via tuta. 
Inventa et bene dicta aliorum mea facio, cum meo judicio expendo, et ex praeformatis 
per alios, inde proprios conceptus formare disco," Disceptatio de lusu aleae, a. censuris 
vindicata, Utrecht 1660, 106. 

1$ For instance: ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, SDTh I, 8-9. Cf. Verbeek, De 
wereld van Descartes, 80. 

19 See for instance ‘De docta ignorantia, pars altera’ [J. Sculperoort, 28 April 1655], 
SDTh III, 685-689; ‘Disputatio continens positiones aliquot miscellancas’ [G. van 
Os, 24 May 1656], SDTh IV, 751-752; ‘De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante, pars 
secunde’ [P. Laccher, 11 February 1657], SDT III, 848; also Politica ecclesiastica, IV (pars 
tertia), 492.— Voetius also knows the substantive 'soli-ipseitas, which he considers a 
motivation for heresy, see ‘De errore et haeresi, pars quarta’ [H. Reuter, 20 Septem- 
ber 1656], SDTA III, 726. 

20 Cf, in 1641, the Appendix ad corollaria theologico-philosophica nuperae disputationi de Iubileo 
Romano, thesis 9, giving some “hypomnemata de inventione, constitutione et augmento 
scientiarum," later in SDTh I, 881 (a French translation of the text as given in the 
Testimonium academiae Ultrajectinae et narratio historica. qua defensae, qua exterminatae novae 
philosophiae, Utrecht 1643, 51, is given in Verbeek, Querelle, 115). In 1656 the Voetian 
pamphlet on the status quaestionis concerning Cartesian philosophy starts with a hint at 
what might be called the subversive introduction of Cartesianism into the academies; 
Suetonius Tranquillus, Staat des geschils, 3-6 (on the introduction of Cartesian philosophy 
in theology). On the issue c£, for example, Verbeek, De wereld van Descartes, 80.—In 
another context, Voetius countered the way of life of eremites by mentioning “Quod 
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It has been claimed that in Voetius's time Reformed thinkers were 
very little inclined to a positive appreciation of the Platonism of their 
age.?! If anything like a Reformed trend can be identified in this respect, 
it is shared by Voetius. In a disputation ‘On error and heresy,’ origi- 
nally held in 1656, he gives seven reasons in favour of Aristotelianism 
over against Platonism. The concern for method, theology, and truth 
that characterises these arguments was also present in the five argu- 
ments for revised Aristotelianism that Voetius formulated in his 1651 
Introductio ad philosophiam sacram. Some of these reasons insist on schol- 
arly method. ‘Thus, Voetius remarks that Aristotelianism included logic 
and Platonism did not. Also in other disciplines Aristotelianism works 
in a comprehensive scientific way with "definitions, demonstrations, 
distinctions (divisiones),” whereas Platonism looks poor in comparison. 
Moreover, Voetius considers Plato himself more of an “exegete” than 
a critical philosopher? A second focus of Voetian arguments brings 
in truth as a criterion and expresses Voetius's desire to avoid theolog- 
ical error. Thus, he claims that “in metaphysical, physical, ethical and 
political matters" truth is more accurately approached in Aristotelian- 
ism than in Platonism. In addition, Platonic opinions “on ideas, on 
demons, on the soul and its state before birth and after death, on the 
efficacy of numbers and mysteries, on the communion of properties ...” 
etcetera have proven productive of heresies. Platonism itself “is derived 
from other impure sources, namely Pythagoras, Heraclitus, Socrates." 
Finally, while Voetius admits that “not few among the first and oldest 
Fathers" of the Christian Church were Platonists, he notes that in the 
course of history Christian scholars gave Aristotelianism the place for- 
merly occupied by Platonism, and in this way a philosophy was aban- 
doned that “assisted heresies and superstitions more than the truth of 


homo a Deus creatus est animal sociale Genes. 2 v. 20. Et per gratiam Dei instituta sit 
societas ecclesiastica, et nostri associatio in et cum illa societate"; PE III, 506. 

?! R.A. Muller, ‘Reformation, Orthodoxy, “Christian Aristotelianism," and the 
Eclecticism of Early Modern Philosophy, NAA/DRCH 81 (2001) 306-325, here 311. 

?? Voetius, ‘De errore et haeresi, pars sexta’ [G. Baxcamp, 22 November 1656], 
SDTh III, 750—768, here 756. Cf. the first two reasons given in Introductio ad philosophiam 
sacram, thesis 5, later in Diatribae, 133: Christianised Aristotelianism is preferable, “1. 
quod generalia principia et axiomata luminis naturalis et rectae rationis ea contineat, 
quae nunquam refigi possunt; 2. Quod accuratiori distinctionum, definitionum, et de- 
monstrationum methodo, se commendet"; Dutch trans. in Goudriaan/De Niet, “Intro- 
ductio, 55. In a similar way, Voetius appreciated convincing arguments developed by 
pagan thinkers (Diatribae, 33). See also ‘De vitae termino, in SDTh V, with separate 
page numbers, here 136. 
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faith."? Indications of the concern for truth can be found elsewhere in 
Voetius's work, when he rejects, for example, Plato's ideas”! and his view 
of the human body as a prison.? In addition to these two main reasons 
in favour of revised Aristotelianism— scientific method and truth or cor- 
rect theology—the Antroductio ad philosophiam sacram also gives a social or 
professional argument: an awareness of Aristotelianism helps under- 
stand many theological wriüngs. So Voetius’s arguments for Aris- 
totelian philosophy can perhaps be reduced to three main groups. He 
mentions its inherently philosophical, especially methodical, virtues— 
basically a gift of God. He also refers to the consonance of Aris- 
totelianism with Christian theology or its service (as an ancilla) to Chris- 
tian thought. And he notes its historical, time-tested influence, and 
social usefulness.” In his Introductio ad philosophiam sacram Voetius clearly 


23 De errore et haeresi, pars sexta,’ SDTh III, 756-758. Cf. Voetius's Introductio ad 
philosophiam sacram, thesis 5; Diatribae, 133: “3. Quod sparsis in scriptura Philosophematis 
proxime attemperata sit, et verae ac scripturariae theologiae explicandae, ac defenden- 
dae, optime ancilletur. … 5 Quod hodiernis heterodoxiis et haeresibus in theologia com- 
modissime obicem ponat: et fidem Christianam contra Atheos, Enthusiastas, Socini- 
anos, aliosque haereticos, methodo, principiis, axiomatis, hypothesibus suis tutissime 
defendere doceat ..." One expression of Voetius’s criticism of early Christian Platon- 
ism is his approval of Danaeus's view that Augustine's question of whether the stars 
are angels is due to Platonic influence (fructus nimium aestimatae Platonico philosophiae); see 
Appendix ad disputationes de creationis, tertia’ [C. Bruynvisch, 9 December 1643], 
SDTh l, 856. Still, Voetius considers Augustine a rare philosophical genius among 
the Fathers: “In Metaphysica, et Theologia naturali seu Pneumatica paucissimi aliq- 
uid eximii praestiterunt. Augustinum supra omnes alios abstractione, subtilitate, per- 
spicacia et judicio circa universalissimos et generalissimos conceptus omnibus scholas- 
ticis praeluxisse docent potissimum scripta ejus contra Manichaeos et Pelagianos, cum 
Enchiridio”; ‘De patribus, seu antiquae ecclesiae doctoribus, pars prima’ [C.PE vander 
Lingen, 23 June 1640], SDTh I, 81. He also appears to appreciate Augustine's Christian- 
isation of Platonism as an acceptable strategy ad hominem; see ‘Problematum de angelis, 
pars prima’ 244 (on ‘Platonising’ Church Fathers, see also 246-247). On Voetius and 
Augustine, see the publications by J. van Oort, mentioned in the bibliography. 

?* De scientia Dei’ [E. Pottey, 17 June 1637], SDTh I, 262-263. Cf., on the Christian 
re-interpretation, ‘De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars sexta’ [J. Clapmuts, 16 Decem- 
ber 1665], Appendicula, SD V, 514-515. 

235 De creatione, pars nona’ [L. Spruit, 3 November 1638], SDTh I, 758. On Pla- 
to(nism) about angels, c£. ‘Problematum de angelis, pars prima,’ 243-244, 245, 248, 
249, 250. 

?6 Introductio ad philosophiam. sacram, thesis 5 (Goudriaan/De Niet, ‘Introductio, 55); 
Diatribae, 133: “4. Quod orthodoxorum theologorum et scholasticorum (ubi illi bene 
theologoust) scriptis legendis et intelligendis accommodata sit." 

27 For the first aspect see above, footnote 8. And compare, for instance, the following 
statement: “Quia nulla disputatio est absque elencho et contradictione, nullum autem 
de contradictione judicium absque regulis consequentiarum, absque principiis rationis, 
quae a Deo sunt non ab homine sive Aristotele, sive alio, non magis quam usus aurium 
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advocates philosophical eclecticism: no modern or classical philoso- 
phy can be accepted without reservations, but only the best insights 
should be taken and put to the service of Christianity. At the same 
time Voetius felt no need to invent from scratch a new philosophy. He 
rather considered the prevailing christianised version of Aristotelianism 
as quite satisfactory, indeed much better than conceptions of Plato or of 
other ancient philosophies such as Epicureanism or Stoa—or of newer 
approaches such as Ramism. This revised Aristotelianism in his view 
was also well suited to refute errors.” 


2.2. Faith, Reason, and the Authority of Scripture 


Voetius’s view of modified Aristotelian philosophy as supporting theol- 
ogy reveals his subordination of philosophy under theology. This gen- 
eral viewpoint deserves further elucidation. What was Voetius’s view 
of human reason? Is there perhaps a tension between the Protestant 
insistence on “Scripture alone (sola Scriptura" and Voetius’s stress on 
the usefulness of philosophy??? How does the inspired Bible relate to 


(sine quo nec fides haberi nec contra haereses defendi potest) ab Aristotele est,” “De 
ratione humana in rebus fidei SDTh I, 8. See also ‘De patribus, seu antiquae eccle- 
siae doctoribus, pars altera’ [C.P.F vander Lingen, 20 June 1640], $DT I, 103: “Nam 
qui theologiae philosophicae et scholasticae plane ignarus est, postea vix ad accura- 
tiores conceptus contra subtilitates haereticorum, carnalium ingeniorum in dogmaticis 
et casuisticis formandos, et ad scholasticos autores intelligendos assurgere potest." Yet, 
when theology makes use of philosophy, its tenets are still theological: “Si quis objiciat, 
sub terminis Philosophicis controversias illas in Scholis, et passim in editis Theologo- 
rum scriptis, proponi: Respondemus, ideo non esse controversias Philosophicas. Forma, 
hoc est, technologemata, et modus, ac methodus proponendi sunt Philosophica: sed 
materia est Theologica, et a parte orthodoxorum mere scripturaria"; ‘Problemata de 
justificatione, pars quarta’ [S. Eszeki, ro June 1665], SD V, 302, with respect to Thomas 
Hobbes's view of justification. 

28 Introductio ad philosophiam sacram, thesis 5; Diatribae, 133 (Goudriaan/De Niet, “Intro- 
ductio, 55-56). C£. *Problematum de Deo, pars quarta, SD V, 81, 83: “Conferantur 
nunc Taurelli Metaphysica et Triumphus, additis nonnullis Bodini, et declamationibus 
Rami, et judicetur, an eorum ope Athea, Epicurea, Ethnica, Judaica, Muhammedica, 
Enthusiastico-Libertinica, Vorstiana, Sociniana, etc. melius refutari possint, quam ex 
Thoma aliisque Scholasticis, et recentioribus eorum discipulis Zwarezio, Fonseca, etc. 
Certe de his dici potest quod olim de Origene, ubi bene nemo melius, ubi male nemo pgus. 
Quando praejudictis et autoritate corruptae religionis atque ecclesiae suae non impedi- 
untur, utilem sane operam praestant (erroribus quibusdam, et nimis curiosis exceptis) 
... Hinc est quod praestantissimi Theologi nostri eorum vitula non illibenter arent, 
e. gr. Martyr, Zanchius, Daneus, Franc. Junius, Ferrius, Molineus, Perkinsus, Twissus, 
Rheterfortis, etc.” 

?9 Cf. Th. Verbeek (in his review of J.A. van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality, 1995) in: 
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the capacity of the natural light? A beginning of an answer to such 
questions can be found in a Utrecht disputation ‘On human reason in 
matters of faith (De ratione humana in rebus fidet) from 1636 that was to 
remain fundamental for Voetius’s activity in Utrecht until his death in 
1676.% 

In this disputation the relationship between reason and faith is dis- 
cussed mainly in contrast to two alternative viewpoints that Voetius 
refutes. Socinianism displays a great confidence in human reason, and 
ascribes to it the ability to form judgements about the truth or falsity of 
beliefs. In contrast, certain Roman Catholics criticise Reformation the- 
ology for not confronting Roman Catholicism with biblical texts only, 
but making use also of rational considerations?! Voetius declines both 
opinions and opts for a middle position, attributing to human reason 
an instrumental, but not normative role with respect to the contents of 
faith. 

Socinianism has been termed, among other things, the “first form 
under which rationalism has emerged in the Protestant church ..."? 
Against Socinianism Voetius states that “no human reason is the prin- 
ciple by which or through which, or because of which or why we believe, or 
the foundation or law or norm of what should be believed ..."5 The 


Archi für die Geschichte der Philosophie 80 (1998) 120-122, here 122, and see also his De 
wereld van Descartes, 80. On Voetius’s view of Scripture, cf. C. Graafland, 'Schrifileer en 
schriftverstaan,’ 35-40. 

9? Voetius, ‘Selectarum disputationum ex priori parte theologiae prima, de ratione 
humana in rebus fide? [17 February 1636; L. Couterelius], thesis 1; later expanded in 
SDTh I, 1-12, here 1. I also used the edition of the SDTh-version by Abraham Kuyper 
(ed.), D. Gysberti Voetui selectarum disputationum fasciculus, Amsterdam 1887, 1-9, where the 
original page numbers in SDTh—to which I will refer—are also given. For a Dutch 
trans., see WJ. van Asselt et al. (eds.), /nleiding in de gereformeerde scholastiek, Zoetermeer 
1998, 184-200; on the disputation, see also Van Asselt, ‘Cocceius Anti-Scholasticus? 
in: Van Asselt/Dekker (eds.), Reformation and Scholasticism, 227—251, here 238-240, 242, 
244 245. 

31 ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 1 and 4; SDTh I, 1, 5-6. 

32 M. Schneckenburger, Vorlesungen über die Lehrbegriffe der kleineren protestantischen Kirchen- 
parteien, posthumously ed. by K.B. Hundeshagen, Frankfurt/M. 1863, 30: “Er [Socini- 
anism] ist die erste Form, unter welcher sich in der protestantischen Kirche der Ratio- 
nalismus geregt hat, er ist gewissermassen eine Nachgeburt des alten Pelagianismus." 
For some observations on the relationship between Socinianism and some philosophers 
in the early modern period, see Z. Ogonowski, ‘Der Sozinianismus aus der Sicht der 
grossen philosophischen Doktrinen des 17. Jahrhunderts,’ in: L. Szczucki et al. (eds.), 
Socinianism. and its Role in the Culture of XVI-th to XVIII-th Centuries, Warsaw/Lödz 1983, 
115-123. 

33 ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 2; SDTh 3: *... dicimus nullam rationem 
humanam esse principium quo seu per quod, aut ex quo seu cur credamus, aut fundamen- 
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Christian faith is based on the Bible, and the “act of believing” on 
"the illumination of the Holy Spirit.” Voetius gives nine reasons for 
this position,’ all of which are also supported by biblical references, 
except for the last one. This is an argument ad hominem against Soci- 
nus, whose rejection of theologia naturalis does not seem to fit well with 
his insistence that reason is the competent Judge in religious matters.” 
The fact that the other arguments are supported by bibilical texts 1s 
consistent with the material point itself that 1s proposed: the priority of 
Scripture.” Voetius's central approach, in other words, is not a rational 
analysis of human reason itself, in order to demonstrate that it cannot 
be the basis of religion. Still, his approach includes a rational or philo- 
sophical element in that he argues that with regard to faith—that 1s, 
the faith by which a believer is saved —,? human reason does not meet 
the philosophical (Aristotelian) criteria for being its principle, for “... it 
is not prior, better known, more certain than faith (non est prior, notior, 
certior fide)” Reason has no priority over faith, because the Bible is that 
which faith presupposes. Reason is “not better known," because “by 
faith reason is illuminated, Eph. 1:17-18.” Also it does not in certainty 
surpass faith, because “faith is the testimony of God, namely by super- 
natural revelation, and human reason is not."? Thus, Voetius makes 


tum aut legem, aut normam credendorum ex cujus praescripto judicemus ..." On 
reason and revelation in Socinianism, see O. Fock, Der Socinianismus nach seiner Stellung 
in der Gesamtentwicklung des christlichen Geistes, nach seinem historischen Verlauf und nach seinem 
Lehrbegriff dargestellt, (1847) Aalen 1970, 374-413; Schneckenburger, Vorlesungen, ed. Hun- 
deshagen, 35-36. 

$ These arguments are summarised by Van Asselt, ‘Cocceius Anti-Scholasticus?,’ 
239 note 30. 

35 De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 3; SDTh I, 3-4. 

36 That the Reformed appreciation of reason is not rationalism, is emphasised by 
S. Rehnmann, ‘Alleged Rationalism. Francis Turretin on Reason,’ CTF 37 (2002) 255— 
269. 

37 Voetius in a preliminary remark stated that *Objectum fidei divinae hic intel- 
ligimus ... articulos fidei salvificae ... non vero praesuppositos, qui ipsi cum Theologia 
naturali, et cum sana Philosophia sunt communes: Quales e. gr. Esse Deum, Deum esse jus- 
tum, gubernatorem mundi, animam esse immortalem, etc”; ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei 
thesis 2, SDTh I, 2. 

38 De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 3, SDTh I, 4. Cf. Aristotle, Posterior 
Analytics, I, 2, especially 71b20-33, trans. J. Barnes, in: J. Barnes (ed.), The Complete Works 
of Aristotle. The Revised Oxford Translation, I, Princeton 1985, 115. 

39 ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 3; SDTh I, 4: “Ratio humana non 
est prior, notior, certior fide; ergo non est ejus principium. Majoris consequentia in 
confesso est, ex Philosophis ad c. [2, as printed in the original 1636 disputation], lib. 
1 Posterior analytic. Minor probatur: quia omnis cognitio fidei, quam tenet ratio est 
ex verbo Dei, Joh. 1:18, Mat. 16:17, ergo non est prior. Quia per fidem ratio illustratur, 
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use of Aristotelianism in order to deny to human reason the status of 
principle with respect to faith. Faith is rather built on Scripture, and 
this explains why “Christ, prophets, apostles sent [their] hearers to the 
Word of God alone ..."* 

Voetius considered human reason as being affected by sin. In a 
couple of other arguments Voetius differentiates, on biblical grounds, 
between various conditions of human reason and how it relates to mat- 
ters of saving faith. Regeneration makes a difference: in persons who 
are not born again the eye of reason barely sees that which belongs to 
the law, and it perceives nothing at all of the gospel. Persons who are 
born again know at least the main facts (quod sıt) of the gospel truths 
“by supernatural revelation of the Holy Spirit,” even if they do not 
know the precise reasons for these (“to quid, quomodo, et quia’). They 
know still “here imperfectly and in part” (throughout his career Voetius 
accordingly stressed the need for “learned ignorance”). Another lim- 
itation of human reason appears in how God is known, namely “only 
by way of negation, causality, eminence,” and “not immediately, ade- 
quately.” Moreover, incomprehensibility is in the Bible ascribed even to 
the things which God has done." Faith is based on infallible grounds— 
the words of God—and not on the fallible rationality of humankind.* 


Eph. 1:17, 19. Ergo non est notior. Quia fides est testimonium Dei, per supernaturalem 
scilicet revelationem, at ratio humana non est, ergo non est certior, 1 Joh 5:9.” Cf. thesis 
2, SDTh I, 2: “Externum fidei principium, de quo hic quaeritur debet esse primum 
et avtdomotov, ex quo primo educuntur et in quod ultimo resolvuntur omnes fidei 
veritates, articuli seu conclusiones: de principiis vide primis vide [sic] Philosophos ad lib. 1 
‚posterior. c. 2, 6, 10, et Scholasticos ad 1 p., qu. 1. art. 2, 6, 8.” 

40 ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 3, SDTh I, 4-5. 

^! Cf. Verbeek, De wereld van Descartes, 78-79. 

? De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 3, SDTh I, 5. Voetius wrote a special 
disputation ‘De docta ignorantia’ [in two parts, held on 7 April (respondens: J. Ursinus) 
and 28 April 1655], SDTh III, 668-692. The idea occurs, for instance, also in 1628 in 
Voetius's Proeve, 2 (cf. also 3-4), and later in De atheismo,’ SDTh I, 126; ‘De creatione,’ 
I, 608, 672, 673, 686; ‘De propagatione peccati originalis, SDTh I, 1105; ‘De gener- 
ali conversione Judaeorum," SDT II, 137, 140; ‘De signis, secunda, quae est de signis 
temporum et praesagiis mortis,’ SDTh IL, 954, 956; ‘De errore et haeresi, pars prima,’ 
SDTh III, 696; ‘Dissertatio epistolica de termino vitae,’ SD V, 128, 130, 132; ‘Problemata 
aliquot de creatione, SD V, 158, 160; Exercitia et Bibliotheca, 80, 263-264. See Th. Ver- 
beek, ‘From “Learned Ignorance” to Scepticism. Descartes and Calvinist Orthodoxy,’ 
in: R.H. Popkin/A. Vanderjagt (eds.), Scepticism and Irreligion in the Seventeenth and Figh- 
teenth Centuries, Leiden/New York/Köln 1993, 31-45; idem, De wereld van Descartes, 79. 

^5 ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 3, SDT I, 4, with biblical references. 

+ De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 3; SDTh I, 4. Biblical references are 
2 Tim. 3:14-16, 1 Thes. 2:13. Elsewhere Voetius argued that God's Word deserves faith, 
even though humans do not understand or appreciate what it says; see e.g. Proeve van 
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Voetius gives here a critical assessment, supported by biblical refer- 
ences, of the defects of human reason which make it impossible for 
him to give to reason a normative status with regard to faith. 

Voetius is not unique in his view of reason. The Reformer John 
Calvin admitted that human reason is able to accomplish significant 
worldly things, but not so with respect to matters that transcend the 
earthly realm.? The Synod of Dordrecht (1618—1619), which Voetius 
attended, states in its Canons that the Fall brought the loss of much of 
the human intellectual abilities, also “in natural and civil matters"— 
and the situation is much worse with respect to matters of salvation.'? 
Voetius shares this view of natural human reason and how it relates to 
matters of justifying faith." One of the natural contexts where similar 
statements are made is in discussions of the theological doctrine of 
original sin.? Voetius states that after the Fall the image of God has 


de Cracht der Godtsaligheyt, Amsterdam 1628 [repr. with preface by A. de Reuver, Rumpt 
1998], 22. 

15 S.K. Moroney, The Noetic Effects of Sin. A Historical and Contemporary Exploration of 
How Sin Affects Our Thinking, Lanham/Boulder/New York/Oxford 2000, 1-15, esp. 5-8, 
13 and the critical remarks on 14 (on this book, cf. DJ. Hoitenga, “The Noetic Effects 
of Sin. A Review Article,’ CT7 38 [2003] 68-102). See also P. Helm, ‘John Calvin, the 
sensus divinitatis, and the noetic effects of sin,’ International Journal for Philosophy of Religion 
43 (1998) 87-107, here 97-102; idem, John Calvin's Ideas, 237—240. 

16 Canons of Dordt, III/IV, art. 4, in: J.N. Bakhuizen van den Brink, De Nederlandse 
belijderasgeschriften, 2nd ed., Amsterdam 1976, 252-253, here 252: “Residuum quidem est 
post lapsum in homine lumen aliquod naturae, cuius beneficio ille notitias quasdam 
de Deo, de rebus naturalibus, de discrimine honestorum et turpium retinet et aliquod 
virtutis ac disciplinae externae studium ostendit. Sed tantum abest, ut hoc naturae 
lumine ad salutarem Dei cognitionem pervenire et ad eum se convertere possit, ut ne 
quidem eo in naturalibus ac civilibus recte utatur, quinimo qualecumque id demum sit, 
id totum variis modis contaminet atque in iniustitia detineat. Quod dum facit, coram 
Deo inexcusabilis redditur." On Voetius at the Synod, see e.g. Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, I, 
283-291. 

47 Cf. Voetius, ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei,’ thesis 3, SDTh I, 5: “Primo tum 
[if reason were principium of faith] sequeretur totam religionem esse naturalem, et 
naturali ratione, ac lumine demonstrabilem; sed hoc absurdum est: est enim latissima 
distinctio inter gratiam et naturam, inter revelationem gratiae specialem seu lumen 
supernaturale, et revelationem Dei generalem seu lumen naturae, inter Philosophiam 
et Theologiam seu fidem, ex 1 /oh 1:9 [probably meant: John 1:9], Rom 1:19 et 2:14, 15, 
cum Psal. 147:20, Act. 14:16, 17, Ephes. 2:12, 13." 

48 Cf. for instance A. Rivetus on the subjectum of original sin, in J. Polyander/A. Riv- 
etus/A. Walaeus/A. Thysius, Synopsis purioris theologiae, disputationibus quinquaginta duabus 
comprehensa ac conscripta (1625), disp. 15, $22 (ed. H. Bavinck, Leiden 1881, 127; Dutch 
trans. by D. van Dijk, Synopsis of overzicht van de zuwerste theologie..., I, Enschede 1964, 
128; on the Synopsis, see G.P. van Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leerboek der 17de eeuw. Synopsis 
purioris theologiae," ’s-Gravenhage 1931, and C.A. ‘Tukker, “Vier Leidse hoogleraren in de 
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been lost insofar as it relates to supernatural matters, and functions 
in an insufficient way with regard to “natural and civil matters.” He 
distinguishes between four states of human reason: Before Adam and 
Eve sinned in paradise, human reason was “gifted with the image of 
God”; since then “it is totally corrupted”; when God's grace changes 
the human being, “it is liberated, although not perfectly"; in heaven, 
finally, it will be “illuminated by the light of glory." 

Voetius's view of how human reason is corrupted by sin, can be illus- 
trated by his doctrine of original sin. “Original sin is not the substance 
of the human being," nor any of the natural human attributes, “but an 
evil affecüon or a malevolent disposition of nature and moral corrup- 
tion or permanent disorder that is accidentally adjoined" in the human 
“powers, and impedes and perverts their activity.” Original sin affects 
“primarily” intellect and will, not “absolutely and in themselves consid- 
ered, but in relation to both natural and supernatural objects." In con- 
nection with supernatural matters these human powers are totally inca- 
pable, and as far as natural objects are concerned they cannot function 
“with the required manner and purpose."?' Although sin pervades the 


Gouden Eeuw. De Synopsis purioris theologiae als theologisch document I,’ Theologia Refor- 
mata 17 (1974) 236-250, and “Theologie en scholastiek. De Syopsis purioris theologiae als 
theologisch document II,’ Theologia Reformata 18 (1975) 34-49). On the theme, see also 
P. Harrison, ‘Original Sin and the Problem of Knowledge in Early Modern Europe,’ 
Journal of the History of Ideas 63 (2002) 239-259. 

#9 Voetius, ‘De errore et haeresi, pars prima’ [J. Schoonhoven, 4 July 1655], SDTh 
HI, 697: “Peccatum originale in irregenitis dominans, in fidelibus adhuc habitans. Atqui 
illud in se complectitur mentis coecitatem, quae nihil aliud quam in actuales errores 
inducere potest, Eph. 4 vers. 17, 18, et 5 vers. 7 [and 8 perhaps?]. Per lapsum enim sapi- 
entia imaginis divinae, quod ad yvoora spiritualia et salutaria plane perdita, quod ad 
naturalia et civilia admodum laesa atque imminuta. De defectibus mentis nostrae in 
cognoscenda veritate, vide agentes Philosophos Christianos, in praecogmtis Logicis et Philo- 
sophicis, et ad 1 Metaphys. cap. 2.” Cf. ‘De errore et haeresi, pars tertia’ [I. Biscop, 14 July 
1655], SDTh III, 714; ‘De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante, pars secunda’ [P. Lac- 
cher, 11 februari 1657], SD7h, HI, 840.—On the image of God, see below, Chapter 4. 

50 ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 2; SDTh I, 2: “Ratio humana proprie 
dicta considerari potest, 1. vel in idea, seu objective, et abstracte; [2.] vel concrete, seu 
subjective, et ratione certi status, scil. ante lapsum ut dotata imagine Dei; in lapsu, ut 
corrupta; in gratia, ut liberata, quamvis imperfecte; in gloria, ut perfecte collustrata 
lumine gloriae. Nos hic ut plurimum eam accipiemus subjective, ut per lapsum totaliter 
corrupta est, aut ut per gratiam liberata est, sed non perfecte; subinde etiam objective, 
abstracte, ut sic et in sua essentia contradistincte et divisim ab omni habitu, aut disposi- 
tione, aut quacunque forma accidentali eam informante, determinante ac modificante, 
quae ex principiis essentialibus subjecti (hominis scil.) non emanat et fluit; atque adeo 
non est proprium, quod omni, soli, et semper competat." 

?! De propagatione peccati originalis’ [S. Lydius, 2 July 1636], SDTh I, 1078-1118, 
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whole human being, it is “in the first place" attached to his “intellect 
and will," and “in the second place" to “lower faculties or sensuality of 
the soul." Voetius approvingly cites what the Jesuit theologian Martin 
Becanus regarded as uncontroversial between himself and his Calvinist 
opponents, that namely original sin—as Thomas Aquinas indicated— 
includes “four wounds of nature”: “ignorance in the intellect, malice 
and aversion in the will, weakness in the appetitus trascibilis, and con- 
cupiscence in the appetitus concufiscibilis."? Accordingly, correcting the 
Cartesian distrust of sense experience, Voetius insists that the human 
mind, as is “frequently” shown, is also open to error, “in natural, civil, 
spiritual matters.” 

On this Voetian analysis of human reason and its corruption by sin 
it Is no wonder that in everyday practice human thoughts frequently 
are in conflict with the Word of God. It would seem that the potential 
for disagreement is greatest with respect to matters of justifying faith, 
concerning which human reason is blind. But also in the natural realm 
a conflict 1s also possible, because of the damaging influence of sin in 


here 1083-1084: *... Peccatum originale non esse hominis substantiam, nec qualitates, 
seu primas potentias naturales a forma subjecti emanantes, nec potentias secundas, 
nec habitus acquisitos aut infusus; sed affectionem malam seu malignam naturae 
dispositionem, ac moralem corruptionem, seu permanentem deordinationem, quae 
per accidens supervenit, et unde inheret ac insidet potentiis atque earum activitatem 
impedit ac pervertit, quotiescunque in actum exiturae sunt: haud aliter ac infirmitas 
et languor corporis; et sicuti infans claudo pede in lucem editus ad claudicationem 
propensus est, et claudicat simulac actu pedem moverit. Primo autem mediate ac per 
se subjectatur in potentiis intelligendi et volendi, non quidem primis nec absolute et in 
se consideratis, sed in ordine ad objecta tum naturalia tum supernaturalia. In ordine ad 
ista plane mortuae sunt; et sic recte Lutherus dixit liberum arbitrium esse purum putum 
nihil: in ordine ad illa languent, qua nec debito modo et fine, nec plene in ea ferri 
possunt." 

52 ‘De propagatione peccati originalis, SDTh I, 1095: “... Subjectum absolutum 
peccati in genere, ut et peccati originalis non esse animam aut partem inferiorem 
animae tantum, aut corpus, sed totum hominem, totum compositum; subjectum vero 
quo, secundum quid, seu limitatum et quidem primo et formaliter esse intellectum 
et voluntatem; secundo et participative esse inferiores animae facultates seu sensualitatem, 
tanquam potentiam executricem" (cf. 1117). Voetius then refers to M. Becanus, Theologia 
scholastica, IL, t. 1, tract. 2, [c. 9] q. 3 (ed. Duaci 1627, 219), citing Thomas Aquinas, 
S. Theol., I/II (Becanus and Voetius refer to part I) q. 85, art. 3 (the quote is from 
Voetius and Becanus, not literally from Aquinas). 

53 ‘De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars sexta’ [J. Clapmuts, 16 December 1665], 
Appendicula, SD V, 523: “Et frustra quis objiciat illud Scepticorum, sensus falli possunt, 
et saepe falluntur: idem enim verissime dici potest, de mente seu intellectu, seu ratione 
nostra, quod non sit infallibilis, sed saepe fallatur et fallat, in naturalibus, civilibus, 
spiritualibus; uti nos docet experientia: Et Jacob. 1 v. 26 cum 2 Corinth. 11 v. 3, 1 Timoth. 
2 v. 14." 
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the mind. On the other hand, because in view of these natural matters 
the human mind is not altogether blind, Voetius 1s able to acknowledge 
human accomplishments as well as the possibility of a natural theology 
that has certainty “not only because of [its] first principle, which is 
the Word of God, where its truths are presented, but also because of 
the second principle, which 1s natural light and reason, from where the 
same material truths are derived." 

The statement that original sin does not affect intellect and will 
in their capacity of powers as such (see footnote 51) can be placed 
also in the context of what Voetius considers a widespread theory— 
represented by Francisco Suárez, among others—that “the first opera- 
tion of the intellect," which concerns simple things, is without exception 
true.” The idea is that falsity can enter into the further operations of 
the intellect that are not simple, namely “in the composition and divi- 
sion of the intellect.” Accordingly, Voetius writes that “the first oper- 
ation of the intellect" includes no “falsity per se." Rather, the “concept 
of the mind which apprehends the quiddity of the thing according to its 
nature without nexus, is by itself always true." Yet in some cases falsity 
is possible even in the field of simple apprehension, namely when the 
intellect *by a simple act attributes to something that which is not in 
it” To the related question of “[w]hether the intellect can be wrong,” 


** De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante, pars secunda’ [P. Laccher, rr febru- 
ari 1657], SDTh, II, 839-840. 

5 De errore et haeresi, pars prima’ [J. Schoonhoven, 4 July 1655], SD7h III, 
695: “An in prima operatione intellectus detur falsitas et veritas. Resp. Veritatem dari 
indubium est, et quidem semper; juxta communem sententiam: (vide Metaphys. de 
Vero et Falso, inter eos Zwarez disp. 9, sect. 1, $14): si qui veritatem primae simplicium 
apprehensioni negent cum Vasquez ad 1, disp. 75, cap. 2, 11, de veritate complexa, non 
simplici intelligendi sunt.” For Suárez cf. Disputationes metaphysicae 9.1.14; see Opera omnia, 
XXV, 317a-b, here 317a: *... in simplicibus conceptibus, seu actibus cognoscendi, sive 
intellectus, sive sensus, non est propria falsitas, seu deceptio, sed per metaphoram eis 
attribuitur, sicut rebus ipsis." 

96 Thus Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae 9.1.17, XXV, 318a. Cf. 9.2.1., XXV, 321a. 

57 Voetius, ‘De errore et haeresi, pars prima,’ SDTh III, 695: “Falsitatem per se dari. 
Neg. Quia conceptus mentis, qui quidditatem rei secundum suam naturam absque 
nexu apprehendit, per se semper est verus; quemadmodum et visus aliique sensus 
dum propria sensibilia apprehendunt. Per accidens vero dari conceditur: cum etsi non 
componat, simplici actu accommodat alicui id, quod ei non inest, ut ex. gr. si Solem 
sub magnitudine bipedali concipiat. Quomodo et sensus per accidens errare dicuntur, 
in applicatione formae, quam percipiunt, ut quod hoc vel illud album sit, quod revera 
non est. Haec ex Aristotele de Anima 3, cap. 6. Ubi videndi Commentatores, et ad 2 de Anima, 
cap. 6, ubi disputant, An sensus errare possit circa proprium sensibile; contra duas 
extremas opiniones Epicureorum et Academicorum; quorum hi omnem fidem sensibus 
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Voetius gives a similar answer, summarising the position defended by 
Thomas Aquinas, with whom he agrees at this point.” Is this consistent 
with Voetius's position concerning the influence of sin on the opera- 
tions of the human mind? In Voetius's own perception it certainly was, 
for a few pages later he mentions original sin as the last of eleven gen- 
eral factors that bring about wrong opinions.” Conceptually, the claim 
that intellect and senses are basically reliable in their simple operations 
seems compatible with the doctrine that original sin has a corrupting 
influence on the operations of the intellect. On that view, the influence 
of original sin seems located mainly in so-called composed operations 
of the intellect, that is to say: in discursive reasoning.” In certain intel- 
lectual activity that is not composed, error 1s possible too, but in these 
cases it is only accidental, according to Voetius. A Reformed colleague 
of Voetius, Jacobus Revius, spoke somewhat more bluntly. He corrected 
Suarez’ view that error is present “in the proper sense in the compo- 
sition and division of the intellect? by saying that it is present in both 
complex and simple concepts, namely when these intellectual concepts 
are not in accordance with reality! 

Voetius's insistence on the priority of Scripture 1s supported by other 
positions that he took. It is consonant with his view of philosophy as an 
instrument for the interpretation of the Bible and as a tool to defend 


abrogabant. Conferendi etiam ad Lib. 1 de Interpret., cap 7, ubi disquirunt de veritate 
simplici et complexa; Et Metaphysici loc.cit.” 

58 De errore et haeresi, pars prima,’ SDTh III, 695: “Probl. An intellectus possit 
esse falsus? Resp. Movet hanc quaestionem Thomas in 1, qu. 85, art. 6. Et determinat, 
1. Intellectum per se non posse decipi circa rei quidditatem; nec etiam circa prima 
principia, quae terminorum quidditate cognita, statim cognoscuntur. 2. Non posse 
decipi per se aut per accidens circa quidditatem rerum simplicium. 3. Posse tamen 
per accidens decipi circa proprium objectum; tribuendo definitionem unius rei alteri, 
et componendo partes ejusdem definitionis incompossibiles ad invicem, e.gr. ut si 
definiret hominem animal volatile, aut canem animal risibile. 4. Posse etiam decipi 
circa ea quae circumstant seu concomitantur essentiam et quidditatem rei; dum unum 
ordinat ad alterum, componendo, dividendo, ratiocinando. Haec determinatio nobis 
non improbatur." 

59 ‘De errore et haeresi, pars prima,’ SDTh II, 697. 

60 Thus it is not a correct understanding of Voetius to say that “reason as instrument 
of logical thought" is free from the damaging effects of human sin; see, among others, 
Graafland, ‘Schriftleer en schriftverstaan,’ 51 and ‘Gereformeerde scholastiek VI,’ 126— 
127. 

6l J. Revius, Suarez repurgatus, sive syllabus disputationum metaphsyicarum Francisci Suarez, 
Societatis Iesu theologi, cum notis, Leiden 1644, 124, 126: “Imo, [falsitas reperitur] in con- 
ceptibus intellectus, sive ii sint simplices, sive complexi. Quando videlicet intellectus 
concipit ea quae in re non sunt, aut aliter quam sunt.” 
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biblical Christianity. The Bible is also a guiding principle in his philo- 
sophical eclecticism and his preference for Aristotelian thought.” In the 
second place: good scholarly method 1s one of the reasons why Voetius 
esteemed Aristotelianism, and issues that can be called ‘methodical’ are 
the explicit theme of a few of his disputations.? Insofar as in Voetius's 
own discourse biblical arguments have a methodical precedence over 
other sorts of arguments (such as arguments from natural light or phi- 
losophy, from unacceptable consequences, from consensus, and argu- 
ments ad hominem), his own practice reflects his theoretical starting- 
point. 

Stil, the question can be raised whether human reason has any deci- 
sive role to play by providing proof for the authority of the Bible? If 
rational demonstration is the ultimate way to convince people of bib- 
lical reliability then human reason makes a fundamental contribution 
to theology. Not surprisingly, Voetius is not willing to go thus far. In 
1649 he argued that, “biblical trustworthiness in the objective sense 
(credibilitas in conceptu. objectivo)” resides in “the explained, read, heard 
Scripture itself.” “For no single other principle or external means can 
be invented here by which this certainty and authority can be demon- 
strated a priori or with certainty." ** Repeating a point previously made 
in his 1636 disputation on the function of reason in matters of faith, 
he states: *No other principle or external means whatsoever that 1s dis- 
tinct from Scripture and prior, superior (either in itself or with respect 
to us), more certain and better known, exists or can be invented that 


62 Cf. C. Leijenhorst, ‘Place, Space and Matter in Calvinist Physics,’ The Monist 
84 (2001) 520-541, here 534-535: “But the renewed concern for Scriptural authority 

. everywhere led to a dwindling of the Stagirite's auctoritas, and produced an often 
highly eclectic bend of Aristotelianism, Neo-Platonism, Italian Naturalism and other 
philosophies.” See also Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality, Chapter 1. 

63 See for instance: Voetius, ‘Methodus respondendi excerptis et calumniis de Deo 
autore peccati, etc’ [P. Kalnai, 24 April 1647] SDTh I, 1118-1137; ‘Methodus eli- 
dendi praesumtam successionem, antiquitatem et catholicismum papatus' [G. Schagen, 
10 November 1649], SDTh IL, 706—724; ‘De argumentis theologicis ab absurdo conse- 
quent? [H. Nolthenius, 2 March 1660], $DTÀ IV, 1-16. One of the factors giving rise 
to "errors in philosophy" is “Perversa in studio Philosophico methodus: quia multi non 
jactis, sed spretis solidis fundamentis, aquilino nisu et volatu (uti putant), ad paucula 
aliquot sublimia, sive difficilima, sive insolubilia feruntur. Hinc se et alios irretiunt ac 
pervertunt”; ‘De errore et haeresi, pars prima,’ SDTh III, 698. 

6t “Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda’ [A. van Sypestyn; 4 July 1649], SD V, 12- 
22, here 13: “Nullum enim aliud principium, aut medium externum hic fingi potest, 
per quod a priori aut certo certitudo et autoritas illa demonstretur." One of the com- 
parisons Voetius makes here is with “the first and most general theoretical principles": 
these also cannot be proved by a “higher principle.” 
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is suitable to certainly and infallibly demonstrate to us the authentic- 
ity and trustworthiness of Scripture, or to radiate by a clearer light 
than Scripture itself radiates." ^ The Bible itself spreads evidences of its 
Divine character. These are traditionally used as arguments in order 
to convince non-Christians, and Voetius wishes these to be under- 
stood as coming directly from Scripture itself, to the effect that every- 
body must notice them.” As far as this first point—on the objective 
side of the matter—is concerned, human reason has no decisive role 
to play. Adding a note on “subjective certainty" concerning the Bible, 
Voetius states that this 1s effected only by God's internal illumination. 
In a dense formulation, Voetius describes the external and the internal 
principle of biblical authority: “For just like Scripture itself—as exter- 
nal principle radiating by its own light (whereas no different [principle] 
intervenes as a principle or means of demonstration or conviction)— 
is credible by and in itself and apt to actively convince, no less than 
the light of the sun is visible or apt to illuminate by and in itself: 
thus 1s the Holy Spirit the interior, supreme, first, independent prin- 
ciple which actually opens and illumines our eyes and which effectively 
persuades of the credible authority of Scripture from it [1.e. Scripture], 
with it and by it, to the effect that we, being drawn, run [cf. Song 


65 *Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 13: “Nec ullum aliud principium aut 
medium externum, a scriptura distinctum, eaque prius, superius (sive in se sive quod 
ad nos) certius ac notius dari aut excogitari posse, quod aptum natum sit nobis scrip- 
turae authentiam et GEtomotiav certo atque infallibiliter demonstrare, aut evidentiori 
lumine radiare, quam scriptura radiat. Quod si quis atheus aut infidelis opponat, nos 
defendemus, et rationes oppositas solvemus." Cf. above, footnotes 38 and 39. 

66 Cf. H. Heppe/E. Bizer, Die Dogmatik der evangelisch-reformierten Kirche, Neukirchen 
1958, II, 21-24 (cf. Reformed Dogmatics Set Out and Illustrated from the Sources, trans. G.T. 
Thomson, London 1950, 22-26). On Calvin’s view of features characterising the Divin- 
ity of Scripture, see B.B. Warfield, *Calvin's Doctrine of the Knowledge of God,’ in: 
idem, Calvin and Calvinism, (1931) Grand Rapids 1991, 29-130, here esp. 73-75, 94-90, 
128. Voetius suggested that in confrontation with “deists and naturalists" it is necessary 
to prove “first the righteousness and providence of God" and “thereafter the authority 
of Scripture and the truth of the Christian religion” (‘De atheismo, pars quarta, SDTh 
I, 215) which shows that he would not start all discussions with unbelievers by laying 
out the arguments for the Divine origin of the Bible in the first place. 

67 *Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 13: “Et sicut inter visibilia lumen 
est primum et per se visibile, per quod omnia alia visibilia videntur; ipsum autem per 
nullum nisi per se: sic revelationis et scripturae divinae GEtomotia, et authoritas per 
se lucet et radiat, et signa ac notas divinitatis undique ex se fundit et oculis hominum 
(qui oculos habent, et quibus proponitur) ita proponit atque ingerit (vide haec signa et 
argumenta collecta a Theologis, ubi probant divinitatem atque autoritatem scripturae 
contra atheos, Gentiles etc.) ut non possint non videre, et de eo sufficienter convinci: si 
non passive, saltem active"; see also 14 (regarding the second conclusion). 
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of Solomon 1:4], and passively rest convinced within ourselves.” In 
other words, the Bible itself shows its trustworthiness, and by the Holy 
Spirit a human being's heart and mind are convinced of this author- 
ity. In support of the latter aspect Voetius mentions biblical texts and 
states that *God alone ... can operate within the mind and will of 
a human being" so as to convince someone of the Bible’s authority. 
The contrary would imply several unacceptable implications. One of 
these 1s the absurdity that the Word of God would owe its credibility to 
the “testimony of humans." 9? The first absurd implication that Voetius 
notes is that the argument would be circular, that is, it would remain 
“in the same genus of principle (namely an external [principle])" and 
result in a back and forth of external principles such as Church author- 
ity and Scripture.” Obviously, the idea is that Voetius's own explana- 
tion, built on the objective basis of Scripture and the subjective basis 
of the illumination by the Holy Spirit, escapes the danger of circu- 
larity. 

Does Voetius himself avoid arguing in a circle? Actually, as Voetius 
himself mentions, the reproach of a circulus Calvinisticus had been made 
at the time by the Jesuit Martin Becanus”! The circle of Calvinist the- 
ology, as Becanus sees it, consists in first proving the Divine authority 
of the Bible by referring to the subjective testimony given by the Holy 
Spirit, and then attempting to prove that this inner acknowledgement 
comes indeed from the Spirit of God by referring to the Bible—and 
so forth.” Voetius considers his own argument not circular, because the 


68 *Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 14-15: “Ut enim ipsa scriptura tan- 
quam principium externum proprio lumine radians (nullo alieno interveniente tan- 
quam principio aut medio demonstrationis aut convictionis) per se et in se A&ıönı- 
otov seu credibile est, et aptum natum active convincere, non minus quam lumen 
solis per se et ex se visibile est seu aptum natum illuminare: sic Spiritus Sanctus est 
internum, supremum, primum, independens principium actualiter mentis nostrae ocu- 
los aperiens atque illuminans, et credibilem scripturae autoritatem ex ea cum ea per 
eandem efficaciter persuadens, sic ut nos tracti curramus, et passive in nobis convicti 
acquiescamur." 

$9 ‘Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 15 (this is the second argument), 
with references to Rom. 3:4 and John 5:34. After the arguments from unacceptable 
consequences Voetius adds an argument ad hominem, intended to bring anti-Pelagian 
Roman Catholics to acknowledge the grace of God as the decisive factor bringing 
people to accept the reliability of the Bible; SDTh V, 16. 

70 “Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 15. 

7! *Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 17-18. Martin Becanus wrote a 
tract ‘De circulo Calvinistico, contra Paraeum. Cum appendice, Opuscula theologica, I, 
Münster 1610, 386-418. 

7? Becanus, Opuscula theologica, 1, 388—398, 408—409, 417—418 (cf. 410 on other circles). 
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claim is that “the authority of Scripture, as far as the objective con- 
cept is concerned ... can be known with certainty by no other created 
and external principle than by itself.” In addition, there is no circle 
because the argument makes a transition from the objective basis (con- 
ceptus objectivus) of Divine biblical authority to the subjective “principle of 
our actual assent, or the conceptus formalis in our mind.” That is to say, 
the step made in the argument is not *... from a principle to what is 
‘principled’ and vice versa in the same genus of principle."? In other 
words, the objective God-given reliability of the Bible is not derived 
from the subjective persuasion brought about by the Holy Spirit, work- 
ing in the human mind, nor vice versa: there are two different princi- 
ples (the Bible itself and the testimonium Spiritus Sancti) and two different 
implications (the God-given trustworthiness of the Bible and a human's 
conviction thereof). One of Voetius's illustrations of the point concerns 
the eyesight: “... to inquire about light and its visibility" is different 
from focusing on “the act of seeing or my formal vision ..."7* The illus- 
tration seems aptly chosen, given the close correlation between light 
and sight, and their relationship as an objective to a subjective thing. 
According to Voetius, the distinction between an objective and a sub- 
jective realm is notably absent in Roman Catholicism, where the argu- 
ment goes “from one external principle to another, and vice versa ..., 
in the same genus of principle, namely from Scripture to the pope or 
a council, and back again from the pope or a council to Scripture." 
Hence, Voetius diagnoses the Roman Catholic reasoning as a “perfect 
circle." Becanus probably would not have worried about this critique, 
or in any case he seems to have conceded a part of the difficulty and 


73 Voetius, ‘Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 17: “[Respondeo] Nullum 
esse circulum, cum scripturae autoritas, quod ad conceptum objectivum et ut credenda 
externe proponitur, dicitur per nullum aliud creatum et externum principium certo 
cognosci posse nisi per se ipsum. Et cum de quaestione circa principium actualis 
assensus nostri seu conceptus formalis in mente nostra, de objecto jam dicto, authentia 
scil. et adtomoud scripturae. Non est ergo idem genus quaestionis, nec discurritur a 
principio ad principiatum et vice versa, in eodem genere principii." On the issue, cf. 
Helm, John Calvin's Ideas, 260. 

7* “Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 17: “Ut enim aliud est quaerere 
de lumine ejusque visibilitate, et aliud de actu videndi seu formali visione mea, qua 
lumen illud objectum video: rursum aliud de principio seu causa visibilitatis, et aliud de 
principio et causa formalis visionis seu actus videndi ..." 

75 “Problema de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 17: “Secundo, Pontificii perfectum 
circulum committunt, cum ab uno principio externo ad aliud, et vice versa discurrunt, 
in eodem genere principii; a scriptura scil. ad Papam aut concilium; et vicissim a Papa 
aut Concilio ad scripturam." 
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tried to make the best of it. For, in his “philosophical” understand- 
ing, circular reasoning occurs “... when we prove this by that and that 
reciprocally by this, to him who concedes none of the two and equally 
doubts about both ..." Hence, given this definition, “it will be no circle 
if you prove one by the other to him who admits one and denies the 
other.” 

In view of seventeenth-century rationalism it is worth noting that 
for Voetius the subjective principle of biblical authority focuses not 
on human reason, but on the illumination of the Holy Spirit. When 
Voetius in a 1668 disputation mentions three cases in which, according 
to common Reformed doctrine, believers need “the testimony of the 
Spirit and internal revelation ...," two of these are related to the Bible. 
The help of the Holy Spirit is needed in order to provide assurance of 
the “Divinity of Scripture" and to make people realise “the true mean- 
ing of Scripture, and the truth of the dogmas that are included in Scrip- 
ture." Concerning the first point Voetius not only distinguishes this 
view from the Roman Catholic reference to “the pope or the church," 
but also from the Socinian reliance on rationality.” This applies even to 
non-Christians: they can be convinced of *the truth of the gospel and 
of some dogmas of the faith,” and this is due to “some general help, 
or some general grace of the illuminating and convincing Spirit” that 
does not imply their personal salvation.? Here again Voetius rejects a 
rationalist approach to Scripture. Human reason is no decisive factor 
in establishing biblical authority. ‘The rational defence of the Bible that 
he considers useful focuses on the traces of the Divine origin of the 
Bible that are inherent in Holy Scripture itself. Still, the significance of 
rational endeavours 1s limited because it 1s the Holy Spirit who con- 


76 Becanus, Opuscula theologica, 393: “Suppono ex Philosophia circulum tunc com- 
mitti, quando hoc per illud, et illud vicissim per hoc probamus, apud eum, qui neutrum 
concedit, et aeque de utroque dubitat ...”; *Econtrario, non fore circulum, si unum per 
alterum probes apud eum, qui alterum admittit, alterum negat." 

77 Voetius, ‘Disputatio theologica de judice et norma fidei’ [A. Montanus, 18 June 
1668], SD, V, 419-435, here 434 (the third point where the work of the Holy Spirit is 
required concerns assurance of faith and eternal salvation). A part of this disputation 
(with a few omissions and up to p. 431) has been translated into Dutch by Ph.J. Hoede- 
maker, *G. Voetius, Godgeleerd onderzoek naar den rechter en den regel des geloofs 
(Disp. Sel. deel V. bl. 419 vv), in idem, “Op het fondement der apostelen en profeten.” Bijdragen 
voor Kerk en Theologie 1 (1886) 334-353; cf. G.Ph. Scheers, Philippus Jacobus Hoedemaker, 
[1939] repr. Leiden 1989, 71. 

78 ‘Disputatio theologica continens problemata aliquot de Scriptura’ [G. de Raad, 
23 June 1649], SDTh V, 1-12, here 9. Cf. Voetius's view that the “subject” of Christian 
theology is not confined to regenerated Christians, Diatribae, 9-10. 
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vinces the human being, and the conviction worked by the Spirit is 
strictly personal, so that it cannot function as an argument aimed at 
non-believers.?? 

With Lodewijk Meijer’s anonymously published Philosophia S. Scrip- 
turae interpres from 1666 the relationship between philosophy and the 
Bible moved to the centre of academic attention.” The book caused 
intense debate. Several Voetians, such as J. Koelman, A. Essenius, 
M. Nethenus, and R. Vogelsang,?! published refutations— Voetius him- 
self perhaps could feel discharged from any duty to write a specific 
rebuttal himself. Yet he occasionally refers to Meijer's book, whose the- 


79 De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars quarta’ [A. Laeckervelt, 9 December 1665], 
SD V, 477-483, here 482: *... Posset enim medium aut principium, aut testimonium, 
aliquod facere ad ipsum cogitantem convincendum: quod tamen rite adhiberi non pos- 
set ad alium convincendum, qui interiores mentis tuae operationes non videt, non sen- 
tit. Ouomodo Theologi nostri affirmant, interno spiritus testimonio quemque fidelem 
certum reddi de divina Scripturae autoritate: negant tamen illud convincendis aliis 
recte adhiberi. Neque enim Atheis, infidelibus, Enthusiastis et Libertinis divinitatem 
et autoritatem Scripturae hoc argumento suademus: Spiritus si mihi persuadet et ego 
sum Àneopoondeis, scripturam esse divinam: Ergo est. Et consequenter, tu certissime 
et evidentissime hoc testimonio spiritus convinceris." 

89 [L. Meijer], Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres, exercitatio paradoxa, in qua veram philoso- 
pham infallibilem S. Literas interpretandi normam esse, apodictice demonstratur, et discrepantes 
ab hac sententiae expenduntur, ac vefelluntur, Eleutheropoli 1666. I used a modern French 
translation: J. Lagrée/P-E Moreau (eds.), La philosophie interprète de l'Écriture sainte, par 
Louis Meyer. Traduction du Latin, notes et présentation, Paris 1988. Cf. W. van Bunge, ‘Mei- 
jer, Lodewijk, BLGNP V, 370-372; Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 197-217; Th. Verbeek, 
"L'impossibilité de la théologie: Meyer et Spinoza,’ in: M. Benítez/A. McKenna/ 
G. Paganini/J. Salem (eds.), Materia actuosa. Antiquité, Age classique, Lumieres. Mélanges en 
Vhonneur d'Olivier Bloch, Paris 2000, 273-298; P-F Moreau, ‘Louis Meyer et P Interpres, 
Revue des sciences philosophiques et théologiques 76 (1992) 73-84; J. Lagrée, ‘Louis Meyer et 
la Philosophia S. Scripturae Interpres. Project cartésien, horizon spinoziste,’ Revue des sciences 
philosophiques et théologiques 71 (1987) 31-43. 

9! On the responses, see R. Bordoli, Ragione e Scrittura tra Descartes e Spinoza. Saggio 
sulla “Philosophia S. Scripturae Interpres” di Lodewijk Meyer e sulla sua recezione, Milano 1997, 
from page 232. Bordoli does not discuss the contents of Van Mastricht's response to 
Meijer, in Novitatum cartestanarum gangraena, nor the arguments of Andreas Essenius’s 
Disputationis practicae de conscientia pars prima [-decima-nona et ultima], Utrecht 1666[-1668], 
where the refutation of Meijer's tract starts in disputation 5 (1666) and is completed in 
number 15 (1668)—1 am indebted to Pitts Theology Library, Emory University, Atlanta, 
and the University Library of Leiden for providing a photocopy of these disputations. 
See also C.L. Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands cartestanisme, ond ed. with an introduction by 
Th. Verbeek, Utrecht 1989, 399; J.S. Preus, Spinoza and the Irrelevance of Biblical Authority, 
Cambridge 2001. The Franeker professor Nicolaus Arnoldus published a Dissertatiuncula 
de "Theologiae supra Philosophiam Dominio. Cum brevibus stricturis ad librum sub titulo Philosophia 
sacrae Scripturae interpres, Franeker 1667; Arnoldus was not a “Voetian’ in the strict sense, 
though his work is considered the end of “the Voetian period in Franeker” (G.P. van 
Itterzon, ‘Arnoldi, Nicolaus,’ BLGNP, IL, 37-38, here 37). 
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sis “that philosophy is the infallible norm for interpreting Holy Scrip- 
ture,” was radically opposed to Voetius’s position concerning the rela- 
tionship between the Bible and human reason.? Voetius’s ‘Disputa- 
tio theologica de judice et norma fidei originally held in June 1668, 
includes an implicit criticism of Meijer's Philosophia S. Scripturae. inter- 
pres. It confirms that “the Holy Spirit is the highest, absolute, infallible 
judge and interpreter of Scripture.”® “Natural reason of the human 
being,” to the contrary, “is not and cannot be called infallible."** Infal- 
libility is precisely what Meijer ascribed to philosophy.” In clear con- 
tradiction of Meijer, Voetius states that “[t]he highest, independent, 
infallible interpreter of Scripture is the Holy Spirit, who interprets and 
teaches, proposes and persuades in Scripture and by Scripture the gen- 
uine meaning of any context.” There are, of course, also lower biblical 
exegetes. Some are especially inspired by the Holy Spirit and do not 
commit errors. Others are ordinary fallible human beings. The expres- 


9? See for instance Lagrée/Moreau (eds), Philosophie interprète, 115-116; [Meijer], 
Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres, 44. (c. 6). It is noteworthy that Voetius had much earlier, 
in 1641, described as a Remonstrant view the notion “Dat de rechte sin der Schriftuere 
moet met het natuerlijcke vernuft/ of de rechte reden des menschen accordeeren. 
Confessie der Remonstranten cap. 1, ende 16. Apolog. Fol. 130, 207. Rechte Remon- 
strantsche Theologant pag. 108, 109, 128. Vedel. Rhapsod. pag. 27"; Catechisatie over den 
Catechismus der Remonstranten, 16. 

53 Voetius, ‘De judice et norma fidei, SD V, 419-435, here 421, 423-424. 

9* “De judice et norma fidei; SD V, 423. Cf. in 1636 in ‘De ratione humana in rebus 
fidei, SDT} I, 4: “Principium est infallibile, unde primo educitur ac demonstratur, et in 
quod ultimo resolvitur fides, at talis non est ratio humana, Ergo. Ultima enim resolutio 
fidelium est non qua aut quia ego ita intelligo, capio, judico, ideo de fide est, sed quia 
Deus in Scriptura ita loquitur, ideo de fide est, et hinc ego ita judico, ac judicare et 
credere debeo ...” 

85 Lagrée/Moreau (eds.), Philosophie interprète, 115-117, 212, 228-233; [Meijer], Philoso- 
phia S. Scripturae interpres, 44-45 (c. 6, $1), 93 (c. 15), 102-105 (c. 16, 88-9); cf. references 
in Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 50—51. 

86 Voetius, ‘De judice et norma fidei, SD V, 423: “Summus, independens, infallibilis 
interpres scripturae est Spiritus Sanctus, in scriptura, et per scripturam interpretans 
et genuinum cujusque contextus sensum docens, suadens, ac persuadens”; cf. 421: *... 
summus, absolutus, infallibilis judex et Scripturae interpres est Spiritus S. loquens nobis 
in scriptura, et per scripturam; et inloquens et inscribens nobis sensum ac veritatem 
scripturae, faciens nos intelligere, [the text has intelligeret] assentiri ac credere, ut facia- 
mus, et intelligamus, credamus, agamus." See also ‘De gratia subsequente, pars quarta’ 
[J. Verwiel; 31 March 1669], SD V, 741-749, here 743: “Ex his jam positis, sequitur 
Deum esse, et recte dici interpretem Scripturae, et judicem controversiarum, quae circa 
scripturam aut doctrinam salutarem oriuntur; judicem, inquam, supremum, absolu- 
tum, independentem, infallibilem: interpretantem et judicantem objective et externe 
per Scripturam; et interne ac subjective in cordibus hominum per operationem Spiritus 
Sancti. Haec determinatio et assertio communis est totius Christianismi Reformati ...” 
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sion that Scripture is its own interpreter should not be taken literally. 
Yet, although Scripture does not literally interpret itself, it is true that 
for human readers “Scripture alone is ... the certain, infallible and 
inflexible principle and norm of the interpretation and judgement of 
faith or of that which is to be believed ...” Truth (as in John 17:17: 
“thy word is truth,” AV) is the norm for human thought. Hence, “the 
church or the pope or a council," “the particular spirit” of a person, 
“right reason or the natural intellect,” “an evil demon,” or any form of 
philosophy, cannot be the norm for human thought. This applies also 
to Christian “eclectic or scholastic philosophy" and most emphatically 
to the philosophy of Descartes.? Even though Voetius does not offer a 
detailed reply to Mejjer’s Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres, in this disputa- 
tion ‘On the judge and norm of faith’ he implicitly rejects its rationalis- 
tic approach to the Bible and puts forward his Reformed alternative in 
which fallible human reason is subordinated to the infallible Bible and 
truth as its norm. In an appendix that Voetius added to the final edi- 
tion of the disputation Meijer’s tract is mentioned explicitly, and more 
references or allusions can be found elsewhere.? Voetius does not wish 
to deny that human reason has a role to play in biblical exegesis. Yet in 
this task “reason is a subject of understanding and spiritual judgement" 
and even regenerated reason is only “an instrument of Judgement and 
interpretation, but in no manner is it the supreme and infallible judge 
or the infallible norm of interpretation."?! 


87 De judice et norma fidei,’ SD V, 424. 

88 “De judice et norma fidei,’ SD V, 426; other biblical texts mentioned are Isa. 8:20 
and 2Pet. 1:20-21. 

89 “De judice et norma fidei, SD V, 426: “Jam vero veritas est mensura nostri intel- 
lectus seu nostri judicii: Intelligentia nostra, aut judicium nostrum, non est mensura 
veritatis"; *... Nec ratio recta, aut naturalis intellectus; aut clara et distincta perceptio; 
aut judicium voluntatis; aut Aóyos évóuaÜeroc; aut ideae rerum scibilium innatae; aut 
Platonica reminiscentia; aut ratio et voluntas hominis regeniti”; “... Nec Philosophia in 
mente cujusdam hominis, aut in libro: Peripatetica; Platonica, Stoica; Epicurea; Lullis- 
tica; Paracelsica seu Hermetica, ita dicta; Ramea; Eclectica seu Scholastica, 1. [id est] 
Communis scholarum Christianismi: Minime omnium Cartesiana, quae inter sectas 
philosophicas nominari et numerari velit: si non accidat illi, quod Azkajon Jonae.” 

% De judice et norma fidei, SD, V, 429, see also the preface to this volume. 
Cf. Diatribae, preface, p. [ii]-[iv]. De gratia subsequente, pars quarta’ [J. Verwiel, 31 
March 1669], SD V, 744; ‘De gratia subsequente, pars quinta’ [Æ. van Cuylenburg, 
6 April 1669], SD V, 749-763, here 754, 758, 763 (including a quote from “cap. 6, pag. 
46”); ‘Dia[t]riba de homine spiritual [M. Szoboszlai; 15 February 1668], SD V, 408— 
419, here 416. Cf. on a refutation of Meijer, De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars sexta’ 
[J. Clapmuts, 16 December 1665], Appendicula, SD, V, 501, 525. 

?! De gratia subsequente, pars quinta,’ SD V, 762—763: “Certum est Rationem nos- 
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Voetius also responded to a refutation of Meijer by the Utrecht min- 
ister Louis Wolzogen. Voetius's reply 1s formulated in a Judgement by 
which he and Andreas Essenius answered a request by Petrus Coorne, 
a minister in Middelburg.” The main part of this judgement consists 
of six objections, each of which 1s documented by Latin quotes from 
Wolzogen's work. Voetius and Essenius diagnosed and deplored that 
"reason 1s placed on a par with Holy Scripture or somewhat before and 
above it” (thesis 3). They also deplored Wolzogen's occasional deroga- 
tory remarks on the persons who wrote the Bible (thesis 4) and they 
found that he did not give due weight to what the Holy Spirit does 
in humans in order that they may have “a correct understanding of 
Holy Scripture" (thesis 5).? Later in the year 1669 Voetius defended his 
judgement, but at this time he did not deal with the relation between 
theology and human reason.” By this time he had in any case made 
clear what he thought about this relation. 


tram subjective et formaliter esse cognoscentem, interpretantem, judicantem, ejusque 
usum esse in cognitione, interpretatione, Scripturae et rebus fidei. Est enim Theologia 
nostra rationalis .... Sed inde solum sequitur, rationem esse subjectum intelligentiae 
et judicii spiritualis. Et rationem illuminatam ac renovatam qua talem, respectu Dei 
aut Spiritus Sancti supremi et infallibilis judicis, esse instrumentum judicii et interpre- 
tationis: minime vero esse supremum et infallibilem judicem aut normam infallibilem 
interpretandi." 

92 Advisen van sommige theologanten van Utrecht, Harderwijck, en ^s Hertogenbosch over het boeck 
van D. Ludovicus Wolzogen, genaemt De Scripturarum interprete, ofte Van den Uytlegger der Schrifture, 
Utrecht 1669, 3-6 (text in Dutch) [see also Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, III, 207 and LII- 
LIII]. The National Library of Scotland, Edinburgh, owns a Latin manuscript (Wod. 
Qu. XCVIII, no. 10) that gives the bulk of the Dutch text plus a passage that can also be 
found in a Latin letter of Voetius and Essenius to Jacobus Koelman (also published in 
Advisen, 7). This letter to Koelman is dated 15 January 1668, as is the copy in Edinburgh. 

33 Advisen, 4-6. 

9* Voetius appended it SD, V, Utrecht 1669, Addenda (printed after the errata typo- 
graphica), [2]- [29]. This is a reaction to the Jugements de plusieurs professeurs et docteurs en 
theologie, de Nimmegue, de Leyde, de Franeker, d'Utrecht, de Groningue et de Deventer, qui pronon- 
cent orthodoxe le livre de Louys de Wolzogue, de interprète de ’Ecriture..., Utrecht 1669 (title 
and texts in French and Dutch). It gives also details about Voctius’s (and Essenius's) 
judgement. On the controversy about Wolzogen see Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 205 
212; M. Albrecht, ‘Einengung und Befreiung als Wirkungen des Cartesianismus am 
Beispiel Lodewijk Meyers,’ in: Th. Verbeek (ed.), Johannes Clauberg (1622-1665) and Carte- 
stan Philosophy in the Seventeenth Century, Dordrecht/Boston/London 1999, 161-180, here 
169—171; Goeters, Pietismus, 213-235. C. Graafland has assumed (and offered an expla- 
nation of the supposed fact) that Voetius did not reply to Wolzogen nor to Meijer, 
but that Jean de Labadie took the initiative; see C. Graafland, ‘De Nadere Reformatie 
en het Labadisme,’ in: T. Brienen et al., De Nadere Reformatie en het Gereformeerd Piëtisme, 
‘s-Gravenhage 1989, 275-346, here 290-292, ‘Schriftleer en schriftverstaan,’ 84, ‘Gere- 
formeerde scholastiek VI,’ 123, with reference to W. Goeters. 
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Voetius's successor in Utrecht, Petrus van Mastricht, recognised in a 
Voetian way the positive usefulness of what he calls “the eclectic phi- 
losophy that 1s hitherto received in the schools of Christians (Philosophia 
Eclectica hactenus in Scholis. Christianorum recepta).”” This common eclec- 
tic philosophy can be regarded as a form of ‘Aristotelianism.’ Yet, 
like Voetius, Van Mastricht does not seem to strongly adhere to the 
thought of the ancient Greek philosopher himself. He speaks in a criti- 
cal way about “scholastics ..., whose God is Aristotle,” and accordingly 
rejects a servile adherence to Aristotle. Moreover, he is not unwilling 
to use Ramist terminology in his critical discussion of the Cartesian 
“clear and distinct perception (clara et distincta perceptio). Van Mastricht 
defends a broadly conceived eclectic philosophy and opposes Cartesian 
philosophy (taking Cartesianism as a broad category that also includes 
Meijer and Spinoza), and he does so mainly for theological reasons. 
This can be regarded as a normal position of the Voetians of his gener- 
ation. Reformed minister Henricus Brink in 1685 considered “[a] phi- 
losophy which is called eclectic? an eminent choice, rather than think- 
ing along the lines drawn by Descartes or Aristotle.? Jacobus Koelman, 
who is known for his outspoken opposition to Cartesian philosophy, 
defends “Aristotelian or peripatetic philosophy" for various reasons, 
but he too moves beyond strict Aristotelianism, citing with approval 
Johannes Hoornbeek’s recommendation of an “Eclectic (selecting) Phi- 
losophy."*? These positions are in line with Voetius himself, who like- 


% Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 342; see also 45, 171, 190, 444, 468. Cf. on the “Philo- 
sophical eclecticism in the debates of the seventeenth century": R.A. Muller, ‘Refor- 
mation, Orthodoxy, “Christian Aristotelianism," and the Eclecticism of Early Modern 
Philosophy, NAA/DRCH 81 (2001) 306-325, here at 319-325. 

?6 Van Mastricht, Vindiciae veritatis, 196—197, quote on 196 (on this book of Van 
Mastricht, see Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 260-261). Cf. Gangraena, 45. 

97” Van Maastricht, Gangraena, 167, where he refers to Ramist terms of a "perceptio ... 
thematica” and “judicium noéticum"; see also 172-173: “Quandoquidem perceptio axiomatica 
non est nisi judicium axiomaticum seu noeticum, ut Ramaei loquuntur ...” 

99 H. Brink, Zoet-steen der waarheid en der dwalingen, ofle klaare en beknopte verhandelinge, 
van de Cocceaansche en Cartesiaansche verschillen, Amsterdam 1685 [repr. Ederveen 2005], 
22: “Voor de rest / behoeftme[n] sich noch voor Aristoteles, noch voor Des-cartes te 
verklaaren. Een Philosophie/ die men Eclectica noemt/ die uyt reden het beste kiest/ 
is hier meest te achten.” 

9 Koelman, Het vergift, 144-148, for the quotes see 144 and 147. Koelman quotes 
extensively (146-147) from Hoornbeek’s /renicum and (147-148) from his Oratio de pruden- 
tia. Cf. J. Severijn, Spinoza en de gereformeerde theologie zijner dagen, Utrecht 1919, 51-52. 
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wise in 1669 referred to “the present-day eclectic and common [phi- 
losophy] of the Schools in Christianity, and especially in Reformed 
Schools,” 100 

Van Mastricht devoted ample attention to the relation between the- 
ology and philosophy. If he takes an original stance, this is found not so 
much in his fundamental conception on the relationship between theol- 
ogy and philosophy in itself, as in how he defends this position in con- 
temporary debates. In 1655 Van Mastricht stated that Holy Scripture 
is the norm of human reason.'®! Accordingly, he held that even though 
the Bible may not be “the peculiar principle of philosophy, neverthe- 
less it is correctly called its true principle.” Biblical theology, hence, is 
a “subordinating science,” insofar as “it correctly prescribes ... its con- 
clusions, as proved by the testimony of the First Truth, ... as principles 
to other sciences ...”' Still, reason has a positive function to fulfil. It 
is even “a principle of theology,” in an ‘instrumentally-effective” sense, 
“for without reason we cannot perceive the truths of Holy Scripture." 
Moreover, a number of biblical truths is knowable in the field of philos- 
ophy, which for Van Mastricht underscores that philosophy can assist 
in understanding the Bible.! Van Mastricht can even accord to phi- 
losophy a theological necessity in view of the task of defending biblical 
truths against “unbelievers or those who are barely convinced of the 
divine authority of the Scriptures.”! All this can be called a Voetian 
view on the usefulness of human reason and philosophy for theology 
and apologetics. 


100 Voetius, ‘De gratia subsequente, pars quinta,’ SD V, 763: The author of the tract 
Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres, “... in corpore libri satis ostendit, se nec Platonicam, 
nec Aristotelicam, nec hodiernam eclecticam et communem Scholarum in Christian- 
ismo, et specialiter in Scholis Reformatis, esse veram illam Philosophiam interpre- 
tandi normam ..." Cf. Ph,J. Hoedemaker’s interpretation of Voetius; Scheers, Hoede- 
maker, 70. 

101 Van Mastricht, Vindiciae veritatis, 122. On Van Mastricht about reason, cf. Neele, 
Living to God, 99-101. 

102 Vindiciae veritatis, 2: “Idem etiam de sacra scriptura tenendum, quamvis ca forte 
non sit proprium principium Philosophiae, attamen verum ejus principium recte appel- 
latur. Theologia enim, in sacra scriptura comprehensa, omnes alias scientias, quoad 
summum finem dirigens, adeoque subalternans scientia eatenus recte dicta, quoniam 
conclusiones suas, utpote primae veritatis testimonio comprobatas, ut infallibiliter veras 
praesupponit, aliis scientiis eas ut principia recte praescribit, ita ut quicquid iis repug- 
net, ut falsum recte rejiciatur.” 

103 Vindiciae veritatis, 3. 

104 ThPTh, 44a (I, c. 2, $71). 

105 Gangraena, 134 (^... et hoc demum est ancillari Theologiae"). 
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The polemical demarcation lines that Van Mastricht draws in his 
mature and comprehensive work 7 heoretico-practica theologia also reveal a 
basic similarity to Voetius’s position. An underestimation of reason is 
detected in Roman Catholic authoritarianism and in earlier Lutheran 
opposition to rational argument, whereas an overestimation of human 
rationality is found in Socinianism and in Mejjer’s tract Philosophia 
S. Scripturae interpres." On the basis of a threefold function attributed to 
reason Van Mastricht summarises the main lines of the Reformed mid- 
dle way with respect to reason and its relationship to the Bible: reason 
can be considered “as an instrument, as an argument, or as a norm and 
principle." Instrumental reason is “necessary, in whatever inquisition of 
truth." Argumentative reason is “useful, namely in order that we con- 
firm also by natural reasons the truth that 1s taken from Scripture as its 
first and unique principle ..." But for normative reason Reformed the- 
ology has no place." In a Voetian manner Van Mastricht thus tacitly 
confirms the essential point of Meijer’s analysis that Reformed theol- 
ogy insists on the mere instrumental use of reason— Van Mastricht also 
values argumentative reason, but that could be considered one aspect 
of the instrumental function—, and rejects Meijer's own claim of a nor- 
mative status for philosophy. '®® 

Van Mastricht also lists eight reasons why the Bible, and not human 
reason, has normative status. All of these reasons refer to biblical 
texts. In the first place, several qualities attributed to reason in the 
Bible—such as its blindness and imperfection— make reason an uncon- 
vincing candidate for being a norm. Also, the Bible includes passages 
that candidly “contradict reason." The Bible speaks about “mys- 
teries,” “paradoxes” and so on, which indicates that faith transcends 
human rationality. The “dignity of Scripture and the Holy Spirit” is far 


106 TAPTh, 31a (I, c. 2, 834). 

107 ThPTh, 31a—b (I, 2, $34): *Reformati, rationem cogitant, vel ut instrumentum, vel ut 
argumentum, vel ut normam et principium: ut instrumentum, statuunt ejus usum necessarium 
esse, in quavis inquisitione veritatis, ejus etiam, quae circa Scripturam occupatur; ut 
argumentum, cjus usum esse utilem, nim. ut veritatem, ex Scriptura, tanquam ex primo et 
unico suo principio haustam, rationibus etiam naturalibus confirmemus; sed, ut normam 
et principium veritatis, propter quod credatur, nequaquam admittunt." 

108 Lagrée/Moreau (eds.), Philosophie Interprète, 225-228; [Meijer], Philosophia S. Scrip- 
turae interpres, 101—102 (c. 16, $6—7, on Reformed authors in $7). For Voetius, see e.g. the 
text quoted in footnote gr. 

109 On Van Mastricht’s view of Scripture, cf. Graafland, ‘Schriftleer en schriftver- 
staan,’ 61—68. 

110 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 31b (1, c. 2, 834), arguments 1 and 5. 
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superior to that of humans, so it would be absurd to subject the former 
to the latter.!!! As a matter of fact, “Christ, the prophets and the apos- 
tles send us back never to reason, but always to Scripture.”! In addi- 
ton, It is not in accordance with biblical teaching to consider reason 
the foundation of faith, and thus to take it to be “prior, better known 
and more certain than Scripture."!? These arguments to some extent 
repeat—whether consciously or not—what Voetius had mentioned in 
his 1636 disputation ‘On human reason in matters of faith’ and in 
any case they espouse the same conviction.'! Van Mastricht here gives 
theological arguments and these will not necessarily convince persons 
who take reason to be the criterion of truth. Yet his procedure seems 
coherent insofar as the argument for the fundamental significance of 
the Bible as providing the norm of faith and morals, 1s itself conducted 
on the basis of the Bible, and thus does not suggest that human reason 
is “prior and better known." This is not to say that it is impossible to 
argue, on the basis of an analysis of human reason, that reason cannot 
be the norm of the Christian religion. In fact, Van Mastricht offers a 
very compact sample of such an argument: human rational thought, 
he writes, *1s corrupt ... and what is corrupt cannot be the standard 
for what is right.”!! Rational thought, in short, is valued by Van Mas- 
tricht, but in an instrumental role, providing argumentative support for 
biblical tenets. 

In 1677 this view was defended in Van Mastricht’s wide-ranging 
attack on Cartesianism, Novitatum cartestanarum gangraena. The Cartesian 
tendency to increase the autonomy of philosophy at the expense of the- 
ology was one of the main points criticised by Van Mastricht. That 
Spinoza's philosophy 1s here considered under the heading of Carte- 
sianism 1s not surprising, because Spinoza was a post-Cartesian philoso- 
pher, and some of the orthodox used the conclusions that he drew as a 
reason to criticise Cartesian premises.!'^ The first part of Novitatum carte- 


111 ThPTh, 31b (1, c. 2, §34), arguments 2 and 3. 

112 ThPTh, 31b (1, c. 2, $34), argument 4. 

113 ThPTh, 31b (1, c. 2, $34), arguments 6 through 8. See also 36a (I, c. 2, $49). 

114 Cf. Voetius, ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, thesis 3, SDTh I, 4—5. 

115 Van Mastricht also argues against a normative status of Talmud and Koran, 
ThPTh, 19a (L, 2, $4). 

116 Van Mastricht speaks, for instance, of “Spinosa Cartesianus,” Gangraena, 52— Cf. 
W. van Bunge, From Stevin to Spinoza, 121, for critical observations on “the validity of the 
usual interpretation of Spinoza as a radical Cartesian,” even though “Spinoza thought 
it appropriate to use the vocabulary of Cartesianism to formulate his own views"; see 
also 115. The relationship between Descartes and Spinoza was one of the central points 
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stanarum gangraena is devoted to diagnosing and refuting a gradual sec- 
ularisation of philosophy in Cartesianism. This move away from theol- 
ogy in Van Mastricht’s view starts with denying to philosophy the status 
of *handmaid of theology," and it ends in ascribing to philosophy supe- 
riority over the Bible. In discussing the Cartesian view that philosophy 
should not be defined as a form of thinking in support of theologi- 
cal concerns, Van Mastricht quotes, among others, Spinoza's Tractatus 
theologico-policitus.! He also refers to this book in other chapters of the 
first part in his Gangraena.!? How Spinoza’s tract was received in the 
Netherlands shortly after its publication has been studied recently, but 
Van Mastricht’s criticism of Spinoza in Gangraena novitatum cartesianarum 
has as yet not received much attention.!? For Van Mastricht, Spinoza’s 
Tractatus theologico-politicus represents the advanced stage of a develop- 
ment in which philosophy increasingly distanced itself from theology 
and in which finally the claim is made that the content of the Bible 
concerns “not wisdom and truth, but only obedience and piety.” 1 

The sequence of chapters in the first part of Van Mastricht’s Novita- 
tum cartesianarum gangraena indicates the main components or steps that 
culminate in the claim of philosophical superiority with respect to the 
Bible. A first assertion of *Cartesians" is that philosophical work is not 
to be seen as ministering to theological purposes. Van Maastricht re- 


in the eighteenth-century disagreement between Johannes Regius and Ruardus Andala 
(see Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 482—495). In 1718 Driessen argued: “At vero tutissima 
Cartesii principia, atque Spinosae hypotheses tantum inter est quantum Lucem inter 
atque Tenebras. Sane in Metaphysicis de Deo, Dei Natura, rerum omnium Causa 
transeunte, Rebus creatis omnibus, ceu distincts a Deo substantiis singularibus, de 
Mentis nostrae natura, Rerum omnium cum rationalium cum Rationis expertium a 
Deo dependentia castissime atque ogtodoEotatws sentit Cartesius. A quibus in alia 
atque opposita omnia Spinosam abiisse luce meridiana clarius est, ipso etiam fatente 
Spinosa atque Cartesii illa principia damnante"; Responsionum Wittichianarum refutatio, 
[xxix-xxx]. 

117 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 34-35, 38, 42-44, 48-49. 

118 See Gangraena, [52, via Maresius], 60, 63-64, 70-71, 73, 83, 91, 97, 99. 

119 Qf. e.g. W. van Bunge, ‘On the Early Dutch Reception of the Tractatus theolo- 
gico-politicus,’ in: M. Bollacher/R. Henrard/W. Klever (eds.), Studia Spinozana 5 (1989) 
225-251; E. van der Wall, “The Tractatus theologico-politicus and Dutch Calvinism, 
1670-1700, in: H. De Dijn/E. Mignini/P. van Rooden (eds.), Studia Spinozana 11 (1995) 
201-226; Van Bunge, From Stevin to Spinoza, 108—116; cf. the ‘Bibliographie’ by L. Simo- 
nutti and S. Guastalla in: P. Cristofolini (ed.), L'hérésie spinoziste. La discussion sur le Tractatus 
theologico-politicus, 1670-1677, et la réception immédiate du spinozisme, Amsterdam/ Maarssen 
n.d. [?], 253-260, where Simonutti mentions Van Mastricht's work, 254. 

120 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 91, referring to Spinoza's Tractatus theologico-politicus, 
Chapter 13. 
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affirms the contrary?! He contrasts the view of later Cartesians (such 
as Christopher Witüchius, Petrus Allinga, Meijer, and Spinoza) with 
Descartes's professed willingness to adjust his philosophical thoughts to 
theology.'” Another expression of the Cartesian upgrading of philoso- 
phy is the claim that philosophical thought has no less certainty than 
the tenets of theology have. Van Mastricht finds this notion in Mei- 
jer, but also in a number of Cartesian theologians, who here again— 
he writes—differ from how Descartes himself appreciated theological 
certainty.'? In this context he also discards the assumption that philos- 
ophy is “revealed by God" (a view he attributes to Meijer, L. Wolzo- 
gen, Wittichius and Allinga), or that it is “divine” (Meijer, Lambertus 
van Velthuysen, and Spinoza), and that philosophy has “an evidence 
Scripture lacks (evidentia rei, qua Scriptura destituatur)” (Wittichius and 
Allinga). According to Van Mastricht it all comes down to the ques- 
tion of whether the Bible has, with respect to “natural things," equal 
certainty as both “our reason" and “the statements of reason (pronun- 
ciata rationis)" Van Mastricht has a clear reason for a negative answer: 
what God says deserves more credit than the musings of humans whose 
rational abilities are fallible, “also in natural matters.” 1% 

Van Mastricht notes that while the previous Cartesian claims con- 
cerning the relationship between theology and philosophy tend to 
equate the two, the steps that follow imply the “superiority and dom- 
ination" of philosophical thought. One of these steps 1s the hypothesis 
that the Bible "speaks in natural matters in accordance with the erro- 
neous opinion of the people”? Moreover, “the judgement about places 
of Scripture regarding natural matters—of whether they are accurate 
or popular—is to be left to philosophers."'? In addition, the conclu- 
sion is drawn that the Bible should not be considered a source book for 


121 Gangraena, 39-40. The subordination is to theology in the sense of that which is 
biblical —not in the sense of merely human reflections of theological quality, see 37-38, 
cf. 35. 

122 Gangraena, 34-36 (referring to Descartes, Principia philosophiae, 1, 876, AT VIIL-1, 
39,3-9 and 824, AT VIII-1, 14,15-18), cf. 50. 

123 Gangraena, 50-51 (on Descartes’s different stance, see also 54-55). 

124 Gangraena, 50-52. 

125 Gangraena, 53-55; here 55 on the “argumentum, a rationis nostrae conditione, 
caecitate ... qua, etiam in naturalibus, et falli potest et fallere ...," in other words, “ratio 
et Philosophia possint repugnare Scripturae, adeoque errare ...” 

126 Gangraena, 62-73. 

127 Gangraena, 74-82; quote on 74. 
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physical knowledge. °® A further step is made when philosophical crit- 
icism suggests that "Scripture, in practical and moral matters, speaks 
in accordance with the erroneous opinion of the people.”! Then, the 
suggestion is made that even “in matters of faith? the Bible is not to be 
taken at its word, as it is claimed to “speak in accordance with the erro- 
neous opinion of the people" in this realm too.!? It is not difficult to see 
that on this trajectory finally the conclusion seems inescapable that phi- 
losophy is a superior means to finding out truth. Accordingly, the final 
chapter of this first part of Van Mastricht's Gangraena discusses the claim 
"that philosophy is the infallible interpreter of Scripture." This chapter 
includes a refutation of Lodewijk Meijer's Philosophia S. Scripturae inter- 
pres, and of Louis Wolzogen's critique of Meijer’s book.!*! In the present 
context of the present study it is not necessary to give a detailed analysis 
of this first part of Van Mastricht's anti-Cartesian work and to check his 
references. It is not surprising, in view of Van Mastricht's basic convic- 
tions on theology and reason, to see him disagree with the presumption 
of philosophical superiority. Also, his acceptance of the Bible as exclu- 
sively normative blocks the way to construing a parity between phi- 
losophy and theology. Otherwise, if theology and philosophy are both 
concerned with objective truth, on which kind of grounds should any 
conflict between philosophy and theology be decided?!” 

Sin has a detrimental influence on human intellectual abilities. In 
a similar way as did Voetius and the Synod of Dordt, Van Mastricht 
states that the present condition of human reason has significantly dete- 
riorated in comparison to how it was before any human being had ever 
sinned. Reason now is not able to achieve anything in religious mat- 
ters, and 1t 1s seriously handicapped with respect even to other matters, 
whatever these might be.! Yet the human intellect still retains some 


128 Gangraena, 82-91. 

129 Gangraena, 91-96; chapter title quoted. 

199 Gangraena, 96-105; chapter title quoted. 

131 Gangraena, 105-149; chapter title quoted. On Wolzogen's criticism of Meijer, see 
especially 117-125; on Van Mastricht and Meijer see Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 215— 
216. 

132 Cf. Gangraena, 46-47. 

133 Gangraena, 37: “Et sic ratio considerari potest, vel in idea, seu ut olim fut in statu 
innocentiae, omnibus numeris perfecta, qualis in hominibus, post lapsum saltim, in rerum 
natura non datur: vel in natura, prout etiamnum in hominibus reperitur, scil: in divinis 
ac spiritualibus caeca; in. naturalibus lusca et sauciata; in omnibus admodum imperfecta." 
Cf. ThPTh, 967b (VIII, c. 1, $12): “Et quanta est ista Theologiae pars, quae ope solius 
naturae a nobis perspicitur, si cumprimis conferas, primi hominis rationem multo fuisse 
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limited degree “of wisdom, justice, and original rectitude."* Because 
original sin has its ruinous influence on all aspects of the human being, 
including his intellect, will, conscience, affections, and body? Van 
Mastricht cannot but deny the optimistic claim of Cartesians that the 
human “intellect does not and cannot err.”! In his identification of 
where, in the intellectual process, error occurs or can occur, he takes 
a slightly different position from what Voetius thought. He approves 
J.C. Scaliger's view that “simple apprehension (simplex apprehensio)” is 
not an activity concerning which it makes sense to distinguish falsity 
from truth. The distinction makes sense, however, in what he calls 
“axiomatic perception (perceptio axiomatica)," “by which the thing is per- 
ceived under composition or division, affirmation or negation.”'® The 
intellect is fallible and can err, even in cases where Cartesians would 
qualify its activity as marked by distinction and clarity. The latter qual- 
ities are not at all an indication of truth, as Cartesians seem to think. 
Truthful is rather a human perception that is in accordance with extra- 
mental reality. In this way, Van Mastricht criticises the Cartesian epis- 


perspicaciorem nostra, quae per peccatum obtenebrata fuit." See also Prodromus, 101: 
“Jactura quae duobus constat, nim.: ab altera parte damno amissae sapientia primaevae 

: ab altera parte subsecuta in ejus locum tum varia mentis obtenebratione, coecitate, 
stultitia, erroribus, incogitantia|,] infidelitate, quibus intellectus noster, ad naturalia qui- 
dem tam est barbarus ac tardus Ps. xxxii.9, ad Spiritualia vero tam nullus, 1 Cor. 11.14, 2 
Cor. iv.3, 1 Cor. 1.23, etc.” 

134 Prodromus, 82: since Adam and Eve sinned, the remaining aspects of the Divine 
image include: “2. In facultatibus animae essentialibus, intellectu et voluntate. 3. In 
qualitatibus harum facultatum, sapientia, justitia, rectitudine, non quidem integris, nec 
tamen etiam prorsus nullis, cum sapientiae, justitiae et rectitudinis primaevae rudera 
saltem tenuissima etiam cernamus in corruptissimis.” 

15 TAPTh, 445b (IV, c. 2, 814), and 445b-446a (IV, c. 2, $16): [Peccatum hoc inhae- 
rens est] “Nec totius tantum naturae; sed totalis insuper corruptio, unde singulis etiam 
hominis cujusque partibus et facultatibus peculiariter in Scripturis asseritur: (1) Intellectwi 
Eph. iv 17, 18, (2) Voluntati Gen. vi 5 et viii 21, (3) Conscientiae Tit. i 15, (4) Affectibus Rom. 
i 24, (5) Corpori denique et omnibus membris Rom. vi 19." See also 449b (IV, c. 2, $26) 
and 455a (IV, c. 2, $36). 

156 Gangraena, 500-503. 

157 Gangraena, 167: "Prior, thematica perceptio, si veritati subsit; non erit sane nisi 
metaphysicae transcendentali, quam Cartesius alicubi materialem designat, qua res vere 
est quod est, quo sensu ens et verum convertuntur. Verum accuratius Scaliger, in simplici 
apprehensione seu intellectione, nullam veritatem aut falsitatem agnoscit, De subtil. 
Exercit. cccvii, §9”; see also 172. 

138 Gangraena, 167: “Posterior perceptio axiomatica, veritati quidem subest, tum ex parte 
perceptions, tum ex parte ret conceptae; sed ex affirmatione aut negatione mentali, adeoque 
a judicio, oriunda." 

139 Gangraena, 169-170: “Quare, meo quidem judicio, rectius et magis perspicue di- 
xeris, eam demum dicendam claram et distinctam perceptionem, qua mens sibi conscia 
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temology as taking a one-sided subjectivist criterion of truth. He also 
rejects the optimism of this epistemology and states that the intellect 
too is hurt by sin.!? 

Meijer and Spinoza both agreed in granting human reason supreme 
competence in matters of truth.!!! Spinoza stated that natural rational 
powers are the basis also for biblical exegesis.!? In fact this was already 
the position of Meijer's book Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres, in which 
the author denies that, for understanding the Bible well, the special 
help of the Spirit of God is needed.'* Spinoza too denies this with 
respect to "those questions that are the subject only of speculative phi- 
losophy."'** Reformed theologians—and among them Voetius—stressed 
the importance of the testimony of the Holy Spirit in working a convic- 
tion of the divine character of Scripture. Rational arguments, for these 
theologians, had a non-decisive meaning. '* 

Van Mastricht mentions three factors that help to reach the convic- 
tion that the Bible is the Word of God: certain inherent features of the 
Bible itself, the illumination of the mind by the Spirit of God by which 


est, suam perceptionem respondere rei perceptae, seu rem se percepisse ut est. Unde porro 
colligitur, quod claritas ac distinctio perceptionis debeat dignosci e veritate seu conformitate 
sua cum re percepta; non contra veritas rei, seu etiam perceptionis, e claritate ac distinctu 
nostrae perceptionis." See also 171—173, 185-196, here 186: needed is a "convenientia 
judicii cum rebus ...” 

140 Gangraena, 175: “Et in hoc sane lapidi huic Iydio, clarae scil: ac distinctae per- 
ceptioni, praecipue haeret aqua, quod non possit normae ac mensurae provinciam 
sustinere, quia post lapsum oculi nostri nunquam, ne in regenitis quidem, plane sunt 
defaecati a pragudicus; nunquam item sic est attenta, ut sit absque omni dormitatione; unde 
cassus fit et inutilis universus hujus normae et mensurae apparatus.” Cf. Vindiciae veri- 
tatis, 160: “Quamvis enim omnis vera perceptio sit a Deo, ea tamen admodum est non 
modo imperfecta, ex quo fit, ut multa vera non percipiamus; sed etiam erroribus per 
lapsum obtenebrata, ut non omnia quae clare nos percipere putamus, statim pro veris 
habenda sint, praesertim si scripturis reluctentur." 

141 See for a comparison M. Walther, ‘Biblische Hermeneutik und historische Er- 
klärung. Lodewijk Meyer und Benedikt de Spinoza über Norm, Methode und Ergebnis 
wissenschaftlicher Bibelauslegung, in: H. de Dijn/E. Mignini/P. van Rooden (eds.), 
Studia spinozana 11 (1995) 227—300, especially 274. Cf. Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 201— 
202, 209. 

142 Spinoza, Tractatus theologico-politicus, Chapter 7; S. Shirley (trans.)/B.S. Gregory 
(introd.), Baruch Spinoza, Tractatus theologico-politicus (Gebhardt edition, 1925), 2nd ed., Lei- 
den/New York/Kobenhavn/Koln, 140-160. 

143 See Meijer on the testimonium Spiritus Sancti: Lagrée/Moreau (eds.), Philosophie 
Interprète, 203-213; Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres, Chapter 14-15. 

144 Spinoza, Tractatus theologico-politicus, Chapter 15, quoted from the trans. Shirley, 
235. 


15 See the reference to Heppe/Bizer, Dogmatik, above, note 66. 


HOLY SCRIPTURE, HUMAN REASON, AND NATURAL THEOLOGY 63 


these features can be recognised, and the stance taken by the Church. 
The features that point at the Divine origin of Scripture are not the 
product of human reason, but are inherent in the Bible: like Voetius, 
Van Mastricht compares this to the light that is spread by the sun.!? As 
a theologian Van Mastricht also had a strong practical interest," and 
one of the places where he shows this practical concern is in his wish 
to provide an answer to a person who says: “I have never felt this testi- 
mony, how then will I have rightly believed the divine character of the 
Scriptures?" This answer is “that this testimony of the Holy Spirit does 
not consist in a certain enthusiasm," that 1s to say, the human intellect 
does not find an “axiom ... ‘Scripture is from God” produced within 
itself. What rather occurs is that the inherent biblical features that refer 
to the Divine Author are recognised as a consequence of the illuminat- 
ing activity of the Spirit: if these features are actually recognised, the 
conclusion can be drawn a posteriori that the Holy Spirit has been work- 
ing. Obviously, the notae divinitatis are important for Van Mastricht, 
but it seems they cannot be isolated from the Bible to the extent that 
these notae and not the Bible as such would become the focus of faith.” 
Van Mastricht's “notes of Divinity” are narrowly bound up with the 
Bible, insofar as they are “(a) the sublime Divinity of the written things, 
and (b) the most accurate harmony of all parts, (c) its humble majesty 
of writing, that everywhere breathes Divinity ..."?! 

In 1687 the relationship between Scripture and reason became a 
contentious issue at Franeker. Defending in a university disputation a 


146 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 40a (I, 2, $62). 

147 ThPTh, 31b (I, 2, $34), answering to the objection: *Characteres divinitatis, ex 
quibus demonstratur Scripturae divinitas; sunt rationis, Resp. Characteres illi, ipsa sunt 
Scriptura, ut Scriptura, agnoscatur divina, ex se, non ex ratione: sicut Sol agnoscitur ex 
propria luce, non aliunde." 

148 Cf his definition of the Bible: “the doctrine to live for God, insofar as it is 
written down in letters”; ThPTh, 19b (I, 2, $6). Van Mastricht's chapters in ThPTh 
typically include a pars practica. Richard Muller speaks of *... the perfect balance 
of Mastricht's scholasticism: exegetical, dogmatic, historico-polemical and practical"; 
‘Giving Direction to Theology: The Scholastic Dimension,’ Journal of the Evangelical 
Theological Society 28/2 (1985) 183-193, here 191. 

149 ThPTh, 40b (I, 2, $62). 

150 The latter situation is considered by H. Bavinck as a phase (represented by “Tur- 
retinus, Amyraldus, Molinaeus") in an historical process in which the testimonium Spiritus 
sancti has been weakened: “Tusschen de Schrift en het geloof worden de kenmerken 
van de waarheid der Schrift ingeschoven”; Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, I, 554. 

131 TAPTh, 40a (I, c. 2, $62): *... puta (a) rerum scriptarum sublimi divinitate, 
(b) parumque omnium accuratissima harmonia, (c) ipsius scribendi humili majestate, 
divinitatem undiquaque spirante ..." 
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position that sounded similar to tenets held by his uncle—H.A. Róell— 
G.W. Duker asserted that human reason was the exclusive source for 
knowing that the Bible has a Divine origin and character. At Franeker, 
Ulrich. Huber, a prominent legal thinker, disagreed with this view, 
defending instead that this conviction 1s effected by the Holy Spirit 
(testimonium Spiritus Sancti). Huber's concerns were shared by various 
Reformed thinkers in the Netherlands, among whom professors from 
Utrecht were well represented: Melchior Leydekker, Gerard de Vries, 
and Herman Witsius.? Yet Van Mastricht seems to have remained 
silent during the debate itself, except for the fact that he, Leydekker, 
and Witsius had their approbation (Judictum) published in Gisbert Coc- 
quius's Examen breve undeviginti assertionum de rationis usu in religione. Chris- 
tiana, quae nuper in Academia Frisiorum ventilatae fuerunt. The final edi- 
tion of Van Mastricht's theological compendium includes allusions to 
these debates. The Utrecht theologian refers to “rationalist theolo- 
gians (Theologi Rationalistae),” who “recently” defended the view “that 
the Divine authority of Scripture itself could not be demonstrated 
on another basis (aliunde) than from reason ..."* A similar tacit ref- 
erence to Duker's thesis, bracketed together with the view that the 
philosophical interpretation of the Bible cannot be mistaken, 1s made 
in Van Mastricht's writing to Balthasar Bekker concerning views pro- 
posed by the latter in his Betoverde weereld.^^ The thesis is rejected, in 


13? See on this controversy: J. van Sluis, Herman Alexander Röell, Leeuwarden 1988, 
59-79; TJ. Veen, Recht en nut. Studiën over en naar aanleiding van Ulrik Huber (1636-1694), 
Zwolle [1976], 160-174; Van Genderen, Witstus, 182-189. R. Bordoli, *Cartesianesimo e 
Spinozismo nel dibattito del 1686-1687 a Franeker su ragione e Scrittura,’ Acme. Annali 
della Facultà di Lettere e Filosofia dell’ Università degli Studi di Milano 40 (1996) 187-206 (with 
thanks to Henri Krop). In 1687 Huber published in Franeker his De concursu. rationis 
et sacrae scripturae liber. On Huber see also F. Cheneval in: H. Holtzhey/W. Schmidt- 
Biggemann/V. Murdoch (eds.), Die Philosophie des 17. Jahrhunderts, IV, Das heilige Rómi- 
sche Reich Deutscher Nation. Nord- und Ostmitteleuropa, Basel 2001, 849-853; 
TJ. Veen, ‘Ulrik Huber (1636-1694) in Veen/P.C. Klop/C.H.N. Kwanten (eds.), Zestig 
Juristen. Bijdragen tot een beeld van de geschiedenis der Nederlandse rechtswetenschap, Zwolle 1997, 
120-129. 

153 Utrecht 1687, 93-94. On this publication, see Van Sluis, Röell, 77-78. 

154 Van Mastricht, ThAPTh, 31a (I, 2, $34). Here the phrasing “... ipsius Scripturae 
divinam auctoritatem, aliunde demonstrari non posse, quam ex ratione ...” is clearly 
reminiscent of G.W. Dukers controversial formulation that “... Scripturae divinitas, 
qua auctoritas ejus omnis nititur, non aliunde quam ex Ratione adstrui possit ...” (cited 
by J. van Sluis, Röell, 182 n. 9). See also Van Mastricht's survey of Church history (1173b 
[VIIL, 3, $44]), where Huber's opposition is mentioned as well. 

155 Van Mastricht, Ad virum Clariss. D. Balthasarem Beckerum ... epanorthosis gratulatoria, 
Utrecht 1692, 25. On this work, see Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 385. 
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accordance with Van Mastricht's defence of the normative character of 
Scripture, but it does not receive much attention. 


4. Driessen’s Reason: Proving Scriptures Divinity 
and Illuminated by Scripture 


In 1718 Driessen presided over a university disputation entitled Dispu- 
tatio theologica de usu rationis in sacris adversus Fratres. Walenburgios.^9 The 
corollaries of this disputation are especially relevant, where Driessen 
mentions several "principles of Protestants" and makes twelve remarks 
on the multiple “use of human reason in sacred things." Ten of the 
latter are a constant part of Driessen's natural theology: they return in 
slightly different forms in 1719 in Driessen's Theologiae naturalis brevior et 
rudior delineatio and in 1728 in his Lumen et doctrina conscientiae. ‘The first 
task of human reason is to formulate a “criterion of Divinity" and then 
to show that the Bible fits the criterion. Another task of human rea- 
son is to explain “the true meaning of Holy Scripture.” Like Voetius, 
Driessen thinks the Bible suggests that a person who is not born again 
by the Spirit of God can have a sort of rational understanding that does 
not imply, however, the person's eternal salvation. In addition, Driessen 
ascribes to human reason the tasks of knowing the truth, showing the 
harmony between biblical tenets and God's Divinity, identifying biblical 
mysteries that surpass reason without contradicting it, and refuting all 
rational arguments that are opposed to biblical truth. Driessen thinks it 
is impossible (contradictoria metuunt) for human reason to subject the Bible 
to its dictates. °° 

For the most part, this outline of Driessen does indeed clearly attri- 
bute to reason just an assisting role with respect to the Bible. T'he ques- 
tion can be asked, however, whether a step toward reason's supremacy 
is implied in its first tasks, to formulate “criteria” for what should 


156 The respondens was Joannes Martinus Themmen, Groningen (16 March) 1718. An 
earlier opponent of the Walenburg brothers was Johannes Coccejus; see WJ. van Asselt, 
Johannes Coccejus, 174—175, cf. 44-45. 

157 De usu rationis, corollaria [12-13]. The principles are: “a. Principia Rationis esse 
certa en inconcussa. b. Ope recti ratiocinii veritates ex illis principiis deduci. c. Esse 
certam tutamque Judicii normam. d. Hominis conscientiam esse Judicem ...” 

158 De usu rationis, corollaria [12-13]. Cf. Delineatio, 35-36, and Lumen et doctrina conscien- 
tiae, 305. 

159 De usu rationis, corollaria [12-13]. 
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count as Divine, and to demonstrate that the Bible meets these crite- 
ria. Moreover, Driessen elsewhere claims that it is unwise to accept 
as Divine revelation that which 1s presented as such, but that it 1s only 
to be taken as such, “when it has demonstrated its Divine origin to 
conscience by way of arguments more weighty than every objection."!5! 
In various writings Driessen wrote on this matter after discussing “the 
insufficiency of natural theology,”! which is paradoxical, to say the 
least, for human reason still seems to remain sufficiently qualified to 
make judgements about that which is beyond the grasp of reason. 
Driessen seems to make a significant concession here to a rationalist 
view of the relationship between reason and the Bible. By formulat- 
ing criteria of what can count as Divine, human reason reveals itself 
to be prior to the Bible (one of the very points Van Mastricht—in line 
with Voetian principles!9— sharply attacked) and in a certain way its 
judge. Commenting on a similar Cartesian position in Salomon van 
Til, Dutch theologian Philippus J. Hoedemaker claimed that the Refor- 
mation view of Scripture has actually been given up here.!* 

By setting the criteria of scriptural inspiration and checking these in 
Scripture, Driessen's reason seems to have a decisive theological func- 
tion, which it exerts without the help of Scripture. In a similar way 
Driessen's former teacher Ruardus Andala also thought that without 
the help of natural theology it is impossible to demonstrate the Divine 
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160 In the 1718 formulation, De usu rationis, corollaria [12], the use of reason is “r. 
Ut determinet, quid pro Divinitatis Kownoww habendum sit. 2. Illud Kovenowov vel 
Kowrnoua in S. Scriptura demonstret." C£. on a similar position in theologian G. Bonnet: 
Huisman, Neerlands Israel, 34-35; on the view of Driessen's Groningen colleague Daniel 
Gerdes: Witteveen, Daniel Gerdes, 43; on earlier Cartesian debates: Van Mastricht, 
Gangraena, 26-28 contra Chr. Wittichius, Theologia pacifica, Leiden 1671, [xx]- [xxi]. 

16! Driessen, Delineatio, 33 (8102); this remark is still in Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 302. 

162 Delineatio, 33-35. See also Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 302-307. Yet Driessen also 
writes about “... Scriptura S. cui divinitatis xormpoıoıg fulgenti Ratio adsurgere oportet 

.." and about a reason that is informed by the Bible (*... ubi ex scripturis didicerit 
Ratio ...”), 298-299. 

163 See Voetius's De ratione humana in rebus fidei, SDT} I, 4: “Ratio humana non 
est prior, notior, certior fide; ergo non est ejus principium." 

164 Ph J. Hoedemaker, “Op het fondament der Apostelen en Profeten,’ 323: “Hiermede nu 
valt o.i. het Schriftbeginsel, waarmede de Hervorming Rome en hare dwalingen heeft 
bestreden.” 

165 Cf. Driessen, Commentarius ad suum systema theologiae revelatae vel lumen et doctrinam 
Scripturae S, in usum exercitii. systematict, Groningen 1744, 6: “Sine Theologia Naturali 
vel veritatibus Conscientiae inscriptis e sinuque ejus educendis nemo convincatur de 
divina Sacrarum Literarum origine et auctoritate, nemo determinet, quid sit Divinum 
Criterium, atque illud in Sacris detegat sine Rationis usu.” 
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authorship of the Bible—a position that is reminiscent of a claim of 
G.W. Duker. Driessen grants reason a significant priority over Scrip- 
ture in that he considers reason not only as a source besides supernat- 
ural revelation (as did the mainstream natural theology tradition), but 
also as the authority that formulates the criteria of what can be taken 
as inspired by God. Driessen was an outspoken opponent of Wolffian 
philosophy, but in this respect his natural theology resembles Wolffs 
attempt to list requirements of what characterises “a Divine revela- 
tion." !9 

What, then, was Driessen's position concerning the necessity of the 
testimonium Spiritus Sancti? As has been noted above, Driessen thought 
that natural reason is able to understand the biblical text, albeit not in 
a way that leads to eternal salvation—for this, a transforming interven- 
tion by God (the Spirit, says the 1718 disputation) is needed.!® Accord- 
ingly, in his works on natural theology (Delineatio and Lumen et doctrina 
conscientiae) Driessen does not seem to stress the meaning of the testi- 
mony of the Holy Spirit, but he paid attention to it in his works on sys- 
tematic theology (1729 and 1744), in both cases after having discussed 
various indications of God's inspiration of the Bible.!® A mental accep- 
tance of these indications leads not to personal salvation, unless the 
Holy Spirit works in a person.!” In its relationship to the Word of God 
the testimonium Spiritus Sancti involves no circle, Driessen argues, because 
this testimony 1s internal and *not only verbal, but also real about this 


166 Andala, Syntagma theologico-physico-metaphysicum, Franeker 1711, 6: “Accedit quoque 
Necessitas Theologiae Naturalis in Supernaturali. Seposita enim Theologia Naturali, 
Divinitas S. Scripturae ex ejus notis sive criteriis probari non potest; nec eae, quae in 
S. Scriptura Deo tribuuntur, Perfectiones, Decreta et Opera, recte intelligi, nec explicari 
possunt; nec cum Atheis, Libertinis, Infidelibus, omnibusque, qui S. Scrituram non 
agnoscunt, disputare, eosque convincere possumus. Communibus armis opus est" (cf. 
Huisman, Neerlands Israel, 33-34 and reference). On Duker, see Van Sluis, Röell, 59-79, 
and above, the section on Van Mastricht. In Driessen's work few traces of the Franeker 
controversy have been found. He does not seem to quote from Ulrik Huber, but he 
cites Herman Witsius's Ad amplissimum virum Ulricum Huberum dissertatio epistolica, Utrecht 
1687, 67-70 in his Commentarius, 52-54; Van Genderen, Herman Witsius, 130 n. 3, notes 
that Driessen quoted in 1743 from this letter to Huber. 

167 See Chr. Wolff, Vernünfflige Gedancken, von Gott, der Welt und der Seele des Menschen, auch 
allen Dingen überhaupt, [Halle 1754], reprint Hildesheim/Zürich/New York 1997, $1010- 
1019 (pp. 623-629). Wolff did not compare these criteria to the Bible. 

199 Driessen, De usu rationis, corollaria [12]; Delineatio, 35-36; Lumen et doctrina conscien- 
tiae, 305. 

169 Lumen et doctrina Scripturae S. Qui tractatus sunjungendus tractatui Lumen et doctrina consci- 
entiae per Scripturam S. illustratae, Groningen 1729, 5-6; Commentarius, 27-32. 

170 Lumen et doctrina Scripturae S., 5. 
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twofold truth: both that the Words of God truly are the Words of God, 
and that this Spirit who convinces me of this is the Holy Spirit ...” Both 
convictions are effected simultaneously”! This internal influence of the 
Holy Spirit has a physical, really effective, character, and it consists in 
something else and more than just rational arguments.!” 

It appears fair to say that Driessen accorded to human reason more 
room for independent operation in the prolegomena of theology (with 
respect to deciding what may count as really Divine in what 1s claimed 
to be a revelation from God) than Voetius and Van Mastricht did. But 
this independence of reason needs to be qualified. It has already been 
noted that for Driessen reason was consonant with the Bible: he could 
not imagine a situation in which sound reason would become authori- 
tative instead of the Bible. A human reason independently demonstrat- 
ing the Divine origin of the Bible is, of course, useful in apologetics: 
human rationality becomes an argument in its own right, in favour of 
the Bible. Yet, in Driessen, this independent reason seems to remain 
a more isolated phenomenon, operating within the field of theological 
prolegomena but not steering the whole of Driessen's conception. For 
Driessen repeatedly indicated that his reason received light from else- 
where. If this statement does not apply to human reason when it 1s 
formulating “criteria” of what can be accepted as Divine, it should at 
least apply to rational activity taking place once the authority of Holy 
Scripture has been demonstrated. As early as in his book on Christian 
ethics, Evangelische zedekunde, Driessen states that by way of reasoning the 
moral principles that are inherent in human conscience can be elicited, 
yet ^we would not see these truths without the help of Holy Scrip- 
ture, by which the doctrine of reason is clarified ..."'? Even “natural 


171 On the topic, see Commentarius, 27-32, here 28: “Testimonium illud Spiritus Sancti, 
non est tantum verbale sed et reale de utraque illa veritate: Et verba Divina esse 
revera verba Dei, et Spiritum illum me de illo convincentem esse Spiritum Sanctum, 
Hypostasin vere Divinam, salutariter quis convincitur, alterius veritatis demonstratio 
alteri sic innexa est, ut non possit non eodem tempore de utraque convinci, cui 
Spiritus Sanctus testimonium illud perhibet. Non est hic circulus, sed evidentissima 
demonstratio, quod patet, si modo rem attendis" (cf. Lumen et doctrina Scripturae S., 5-6). 

172 Commentarius, 30-31, here 30: “Testimonium Spiritus S. externum in Verbo suo, 
quod vel litera lecta vel sonus auditus continet, vim modo habet moralem, sed Testimo- 
nium internum vim habet physicam." 

173 Driessen, Evangelische zedekunde, opgemaakt volgens de beginzelen der rede- en genadeleer in 
ene verhandeling van verscheidene Christelyke deugden (...), 2nd edition Utrecht 1717, p. [tv] of 
the preface, see also p. [viii]-[ix]. Cf. A. Geulincx, Van de hooft-deuchden. De eerste tucht- 
verhandeling (Leiden 1667), reprint ed. by J.P.N. Land, Antwerpen/Gent/’s-Gravenhage 
1895, p. [vi]-[vii] of the preface, here at p. [vii]: “De Schrift is my een Sien-buys: 't gen’ 
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theology and ethics" cannot be discussed well without the help of the 
Bible."* This appears to have remained Driessen’s conviction, for in 
1728 his work on natural theology already expresses in its title his inten- 
tion to describe natural theology under the guidance of Holy Scripture: 
Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae per Scripturam S. illustratae et pseudophilosophis 
nostri et praeteriti temporis oppositae. In the first chapter of this book he notes 
accordingly that his intention is to follow the Bible (praelucente Scriptura 
5.).'? Towards the end of his career, in 1744, he still maintained that 
philosophy itself needs to follow the Bible if it is to proceed well."5 If 
Driessen 1s convinced that human reason needs biblical guidance even 
in its own field—philosophy and natural theology—the room for an 
autonomous reason is in his conception far more limited than might 
seem to be the case in view of the role that he attributes to reason in 
identifying Divine revelation. 

Driessen’s engagement with and opposition to contemporary philo- 
sophical views 1s not primarily related to the relationship between rea- 
son and biblical revelation, but to other doctrinal points. As a student 
Driessen very much appreciated the ethics of Geulincx, until this enthu- 
siasm was tempered by his teacher Andala.'” In fact, as he recalls later, 
he has been for a while an enthusiast of Geulincx's ethics to the extent 
that he regarded the work as the most profitable book “aside from the 


ick door toedoen van die gesien, en andersins niet gesien en had, dat sie ick nu oock 
sonder die”; cf. J. Hirschberger, Geschichte der Philosophie, II, Neuzeit und Gegenwart, 
Freiburg/Basel/Wien 1991, 124-125. Similarly R. Andala, Syntagma theologico-physico- 
metaphysicum, 9: “Philosophi vero Christiani Theologiam Naturalem longe perfectiorem, 
magisque puram et perfectiorem tradere possunt, quod verbum Dei ipsis sit Tubus 
Batavicus, sive Microscopium, quae ejus ope viderunt, et magnam partem nonnisi ejus 
ope vidissent, etiam eo seposito aliquantenus vident." 

V* Evangelische zedekunde, preface, p. [ix]: *... nooit zouden we in staat zyn geweest een 
opstel te maken van ene Natuurlyke Godgeleerdheid en Zedekunde, had de H. Schrif- 
tuur niet voorgeligt.” 

175 Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 1, cf. 293.—See also Commentarius, 20, 23; Sapientia 
hujus mundi, 36. In the “pracfatiuncula” of Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae Driessen refers 
approvingly to a work of Bartholomaeus van Velsen. In this book Van Velsen also 
attempted to construct the philosophy that is “revealed in Holy Scripture"; Beginselen 
van de waaragtige, zekere en nuttige filozofy in de H. Schrifture geopenbaard, en met de zelfaandoenende 
ondervindinge zo geestelike als lighamelike vergeleken; beneffens een voorgaande onderzoek over de tweede 
oorzaken en de werkingen van dezelven in afhanginge van God, 1, Rotterdam 1720. 

176 Commentarius, 3: “Reliquiae scientiae circa res humanas naturalesque versantur. 
Philosophia circa rerum naturam, etiam veritates menti insitas, sed in quibus non cernit 
acutum valde, nisi facem praelucente Scriptura.” 

177 Driessen in Kort begrip der Geulingiaanse zedekonst, p. [i] of his address. 
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Bible."7*? In view of his education it is not surprising to see that in 
his early career Driessen sympathised with Cartesian philosophy.'? In 
1718 he regarded Cartesian philosophy—in marked contrast to the phi- 
losophy of Spinoza—as “most orthodox” on various points of meta- 
physics: on God, creation (namely, of finite substances), “on the nature 
of our mind" and “the dependence on God" that characterises cre- 
ated reality. *? Not really orthodox, Driessen argued in a series of pam- 
phlets in 1718—1719, was the way in which Jacob Wittich philosophised 
about God and creation.!*! A few years later a more cautious remark on 
Descartes can be found in Driessen's preface to a pseudonymous pam- 
phlet against Geulincx's ethics. In this pamphlet from 1722 he cites with 
approval his former teacher Andala who had recommended a correc- 
tive revision of Cartesian thought.'” The critical points where Driessen 
thinks improvement 1s specifically needed include the view of the soul 
and its “true and natural power,” as a “true secondary cause (waaragtige 
tweede oorzaak)," to produce effects in the human body. Post-Cartesian 


178 De ketterye van de apostolische eeuw in 7t ware ligt gezet uit de apostolische brieven, Groningen 
1739, 458: ^t Geheugt my, wanneer ik een jongeling zynde en in de Godgeleertheid 
studerende, allereerst Geulinks Ethica las, ik door zyne listig verleidende beschryving 
der deugden, door derzelver schoonheden te wonder ingenomen te wonder op die 
verlieft wierd, meermalen als uitroepende dat ‘er naast den Bibel geen schoonder of 
nuttiger Bock in de wereld was. Wat was by my de naaste oorzaak van die stigting? het 
voorstel van Geulinks, of de rechtzinnige zin die ik 'er aan gaf, zeker niet het cerste, dat 
geeft in de grond den schop aan alle deugd, maar het laatste.” 

179 Responsionum Wittichtanarum refutatio, [xviii-xix]: “... Philosophiae Cartesianae, cui 
et ego addictus sum, cultorem" [xxix-xxx]. Cf. also Tegen-berigt, 3, 13-14; (conciliatory 
remarks are made in the Aanspraak ... aan de Kerk van Nederlant, 16 [Alloquium ad ecclesiam 
Belgicam, 14]); Sapientia. hujus mundi, letter to Engelhard, [viii], [xii]; also 65. See my 
‘Driessen contra Wittich,’ footnote 44; “Theologische kritiek,’ 185-186 footnote 3. 

180 Responsionum Wittichtanarum refutatio, [xxix-xxx], cited above, footnote 116. Jacob 
Wittich quotes from a 1718 disputation of Driessen; Wittich, Van de natuure Gods, Byvoeg- 
sel, [60]: “Hier vinde ik eerstelik in het Xlde Corollarium dese woorden: in scriptis Cel. 
Cartesii nullam contineri heterodoxiam, sed per Philosophum ôgöoöoEótrarov in rebus Philosophicis 
esse lucem maximam accensam." Wittich cites this statement from a disputation “De sensu 
mystico Historiae Lapsus" from 5 March 1718. 

181 See my ‘Driessen contra Wittich.’ 

182 Driessen in Kort begrip der Geulingiaanse zedekonst, [ii]: “Dit moet ik UE. ook by 
deeze gelegendheid zeggen, dat ik, lettende op het heilloos bestaan van dien bastert- 
Carteziaan Geuling, te meer overtuigd worde van ’t gheen de Heer Andala meer dan 
eens aanpryst, dat het noodzaakelyk zy, dat men de Carteziaanze Philozophie opheldere, 
beschaave, verbetere, en tot meerder volmaaktheid brenge." 

193 Driessen in Kort begrip der Geulingiaanse zedekonst, [iv]: “... ten opzigt der beschryving 
van de eige Natuur van eenen geschapen geest: desselfs vermogens en werkkingen: 
in 't bezonder desselfs waragtig en natuurlyk vermogen, om nabuiten, en wel op een 
lichaam, te konnen werkken ...” 
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philosophy also seems to have led Driessen to a more critical view of 
Descartes himself. For he suggests that the French philosopher, had he 
known the theories of Geulincx or Spinoza, probably would have been 
more eager to avoid providing premises for their aberrations.'® More 
than a decade later, in 1734, Driessen has come to see grave problems 
in Cartesian philosophy and he offers an explicit critique of it. This is 
after he had come to the conclusion that in Descartes's philosophy God 
is not acknowledged as “the Creator of all things from nothing." Even 
some points that previously indicated Descartes's orthodoxy are now 
areas of error: “I affirm this, that the philosophy of Descartes does not 
know the true God, the Creator of heaven and earth, does not know the 
true nature of the mind and hence the foundations of true religion." 96 
At this stage Driessen, in addition, offers critical analyses of a “dual 
co-eternal principle of the ancient Pagan philosophers," the ancient 
philosophers’ view of the world'® and of the soul.!® In addition, as an 
introduction to the critique of Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy, Cabbal- 
ism is subjected to sharp analysis. When Driessen then unfolds a cri- 
tique of Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy itself, the main focus is on how 
its assumptions put in danger Christian tenets such as creation of dis- 
tinct substances from nothing, human mental powers to produce effects 


184 Driessen in Kort begrip der Geulingiaanse zedekonst, [v]: “Ook stel ik vast, dat Carte- 
zius, zoo hy geschreven had, na dat hy al voren had konnen leezen de schriften van 
Spinoza, en Geuling, die zoo schandelyk misbruik van vele dingen maaken, dat hy 
(vooronderstelt zynde, dat hy zoo eerlyk zy geweest, als zyne eerlyke navolgeren) in 
zommige stukken omzigtiger en veiliger gephilozopheert zou hebben.” 

185 Sapientia hujus mundi, letter to Engelhard, [xii]: *... animum propius adjeci ad 
Cartesium, quem satis sciebam in Scriptura esse hospitem, ad novum examen revo- 
candum. Et vidi, Dei Creatoris rerum omnium ex nihilo, ignorantiam per omnem 
ejus Philosophiam regnare. Atque didici in Philosophicis duo tantum dari Systemata 
realiter distincta, alterum quod continet Deum creatorem omnium ex nihilo, quodque 
sic verum Deum exhibet: alterum quod illum non continet, sicque vel hoc vel illo modo 
ad atheismum abit. Volui propterea hanc veritati dare gloriam, ut Philosophiam illam 
(quam tamen jam satis, licet non sic aperte, rejeci in Tract. Lumen et Doctr. Consc.) ulterius 
hoc pacto denudatam rejicerem." A similar statement 1s made on p. 66, at the end of 
the section on Cartesian philosophy. 

186 Sapientia hujus mundi, letter to Engelhard, [xi]: “Illud adfirmo, Philosophiam Carte- 
sli ıgnorare verum Deum coeli terraeque. Creatorem, ignorare veram mentis humanae naturam, sicque 
verae Religionis fundamenta." Driessen's book includes an extensive critical anlysis of Carte- 
sian philsophy, 34-66. 

197 Sapientia hujus mundi, 20-22. 

188 Sapientia hujus mundi, 23-28. 

189 Sapientia hujus mundi, 28-34. 

190 Sapientia hujus mundi, 67-87. 
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in the body, freedom, and biblical miracles.!*! Leibnizian-Wolffian phi- 
losophy was also the explicit critical target of Driessen's main work on 
natural theology, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae from 1728. 

In short, Driessen's critical engagement with philosophy throughout 
his career 1s more related to specific chapters of Christian doctrine than 
to the formal relationship between the Bible or theology on the one 
hand and human reason or philosophy on the other. In his Théodicée 
Leibniz includes several reflections on how theology relates to philos- 
ophy,'” but the Leibnizian view on this point does not seem to have 
received significant polemical attention in Driessen (not to mention 
Nicolaus Engelhard’s supposition that he did not read this book). It 
is true that Driessen's work reveals Cartesian influences. Yet when he 
says that “true metaphysics” can be found in the Bible alone, or that 
“every metaphysical doctrine outside of Holy Scripture is truly atheis- 
tic,”! he is far removed from attributing to human reason an indepen- 
dent critical function against the Bible. After all, in spite of his Carte- 
sian orientation, Driessen's position 1s not too different from the bibli- 
cally motivated philosophical eclecticism of Voetius and Van Mastricht. 

Driessen admitted that sin has serious consequences on the human 
mind. According to him, since the human being sinned his reason has 


19! See my Anthonius Driessens theologische kritiek,’ esp. 190 footnote 20, and 191, 
with reference to Sapientia hujus mundi, 88-89. 

19? G.W. Leibniz, Essai de théodicée, sur la bonté de Dieu, la liberté de Phomme et l'origine 
du mal (trans. A. Buchenau with introduction by M. Stockhammer, G.W. Leibniz, Die 
Theodizee, 2nd ed. Hamburg 1986, 33-94); text edition in: C.I. Gerhardt (ed), Die 
philosophischen Schriften von Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, VL, [1885] Hildesheim 1978, 49-101: 
Discours préliminaire de la conformité de la foy avec la raison. 

193 See N. Engelhard, Apologiae contra Cl. Ant. Driessendi criminationes continuatio prima, 
Groningen 1734, 6. On Engelhard, see M. Wielema, ‘Engelhard.’ References to the 
Théodicée can be found in Driessen's Sapientia hujus mundi, 164-166, but these are perhaps 
quoted from Hanschius. 

194 Driessen, Sapientia hujus mundi, 20: 
Metaphysica conservata est ...” 

195 Sapientia hujus mundi, 63-64: “Illud visum fuit in superioribus, omnem doctrinam 
metaphysicam extra S. Scripturam revera esse atheam, hancque solius Scripturae esse 
gloriam quod verum Deum Creatorem indicet, eamque conscientiae lucem accendat 
ut videat quod sine Scriptura praelucente non vidisset." See also, for instance, Lumen et 
doctrina conscientiae, 32-33: “Quam illa [Scriptura sacra] ignorat non esse obtrudendam, 
qua illa utitur esse sequendam nemo, qui debitos illi habet honores, ambiget. Neque 
quis heic reponat Scripturae scopum non esse philosophiam tradere. Nonne versatur 
Scriptura in inculcandis veritatibus metaphysicis, in insinuanda nostra a Deo totius 
universi Creatore, Conservatore, Rectore, Legislatore, et Judice dependentia naturali et 
morali?" 


[13 


... Deus per Verbum suum, in quo solo Vera 
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been subject to “ignorance, prejudices and desires”! Even in persons 
who are born again “not every sinful principle is taken away (non omne 
pravum principium sublatum est), so that they love God in an imperfect 
manner. This view of the limited and defective capacity of human 
reason is basically in accordance with Voetius and Van Maastricht. 
The question can be asked, however, how according to this view it 
could ever seem plausible to entrust human reason with the task of 
establishing “criteria of Divinity.” 

The Cartesian theory of clear and distinct knowledge seems to have 
played no role in Driessen’s view of how true knowledge is acquired. 
His method of investigation focuses on “our notions of simple things, 
the nexus between these notions of things and the things themselves, 
the relation of these simple things themselves among themselves, the 
nexus between or opposition between them.”!% The norm for decid- 
ing whether something is true is whether it has “evidence for our con- 
science.” ‘This insistence on the evidentia ad consctentiam—for which also a 
reference to Scripture is given—is a subjectivist approach indeed, and 
it is clearly reminiscent of Descartes, when Driessen argues that God 
cannot have caused that “I am deceived in those matters which are 
evident to me.”!® In the Disputatio theologica de usu rationis in sacris from 


196 Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 17-19, here 19: “Patet ergo Ratio, in homine cor- 
rupto, ignorantiae, praejudiciis et cupiditatibus. Cupiditates vel rationem obnubilant, 
vel pravum judicium rationem mentitur, vel vincens cupiditas plane contra Conscien- 
tiam et Rationem insurgit." C£. Lumen et doctrina Scripturae S., on original sin, 45-46: 
*Haec corruptio totum Hominem, Teste Scriptura, occupat, adeo ut nihil quod rectum 
sit apud ipsum reliquum sit; a. Intellectus, Judicium, Voluntas, omnes omnino mentis 
facultates peccato infectas scriptura docet, corpusque cum omnibus ejus membris et 
motibus injustitiae organum esse, quod Scripturae dogma omnem ad Bonum propen- 
sionem excludit, Hominemque in omni sua nuditate excutit, Gen. vi 5, viii 21, Eph. ii 1, 
iv 18, Rom. vi 19.” 

197 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 19-20, here 20 (where Driessen also notes: “Sed saepe 
peccat Conscientia quia Ratio a cupiditatibus victa non vult rationem investigare 
cupiditatibus adversaturam."). 

198. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 21-22: “At vero quae illa methodus? dicam: Attendere ad 
nostras rerum simplicium notiones; illarumque de rebus notionum cum rebus ipsis nexum, ipsarumque 
illarum verum simplicium inter se relationem, nexum inter illas vel pugnam.” 

199 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 30: “Dicam explanate veritatis criterion vel normam 
veri dijudicandi esse rei evidentiam ad Conscientiam nostram patentem, supra quam 
nulla datur demonstratio: neque posse suboriri suspicionem metumve ne ille originis 
nostrae auctor nos tales formaverit, qui et fallamur in iis quae nobis evidentissima 
sunt”; *... cum quali Ente [te. God] omnino pugnat me talem fingere, ut et in 
ilis decipiar, quae mihi evidentia sunt et esse debent." Cf. 31: “Si instes, Qui sciam, 
quod ille nexus, qui mihi verus videtur, verus sit. Nihil regero, quam illum sua ad 
Conscientiam patere evidentia, supra quam non requiritur demonstratio ulterior." For 
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1718 he called human conscience a judge, and argued that the *norm 
of a judgement" 1s a fixed "nexus ... made by God Himself and per- 
ceived by sound reason." Reason finds this norm and has to accept it 
as it is. Thus, “reason is determined by these truths that are known 
either by revelation or by reason, which have God as Author, so that it 
cannot judge arbitrarily, but if it proceeds in a legitimate way it neces- 
sarily deduces from the premises that which truly 1s contained in them 
..."?? In stating how this evidence is reached Driessen does not choose 
the standard Cartesian reference to clear and distinct perception, with 
its subjectivist approach. Rather, by insisting on a fixed “nexus” he 
emphasizes that true knowledge conforms to objective reality. 


5. Natural Theology and Proofs for God's Existence 


A second preliminary question that deserves attention. here is how 
Voetius, Van Mastricht, and Driessen appreciated natural theology and 
the traditional proofs for God's existence. All these three theologians 
accepted the legitimacy of natural theology. In Voetius's view there 
is both natural and supernatural revelation, the former in the natu- 
ral abilities of human reason, and the latter in the Bible”! Voetius 
accepted natural theology as an undertaking that finds support in the 
Bible, in experience and also in human reason. He saw it as “a com- 


the biblical reference, see 33: “Normam autem dijudicandi veri Scriptura statuit esse 
evidentiam rei ad conscientiam, veritatem demonstratam ad Conscientiam 2 Cor. iv 2.” 

?00 De usu rationis, 9-10: “Norma judicii nexus est inviolabilis, ab ipso Deo factus, a 
sana Ratione perceptus, hanc normam immutare nequit Ratio. Veritates illae aeternae 
immutabilesque sunt. Ratio determinatur Veritatibus illis, sive per Revelationem sive 
per Rationem cognitis, quae Deum habent Auctorem, ut non pro arbitrio ferre judi- 
cium possit, sed, dum legitime procedit, id necessario ex praemissis deducit, quo in 
lis revera continetur; vr. gr. concludo, Christum corporaliter in Eucharistia non esse. 
Conscientia mea hoc fert judicium. At vero in eo determinatur Ratio meo per hanc 
Veritatem ex Scriptura cognitam ... et hanc Veritatem, quam docet Ratio ..." Thus 
there is no superiority of reason, 10: “Ullumne ergo vel in Religionem vel Scripturam 
exercere Magisterium potest Ratio? An vero hoc per rerum naturam impossibile est 
omnino?" 

201 See Voetius, Appendicis ad disputationem theologicam de jure et justitia Dei, pars 
secunda’ [M.A. Lansman, 29 March 1644], SDTh I, 386, cf. 381. The term “revelatio” 
is discussed in ‘De signis, quartae, quae est, de prophetia, pars prima’ [P. Petraeus, 
23 May 1640], SDTh IL, 1036-1055, here 1036-1037. Here in “internal revelation 
(Interna revelatio)" a distinction is made between “natural (Naturalis) and “supernatural 
(Supernaturalis)” revelation (1037). I discussed some of Voetius’s texts relevant to the 
subject of this section in Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis bei Suárez und Descartes, Leiden 1999. 
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mon gift of God by common revelation in nature," even though its 
contents are also “revealed in the Word of God.”? The fact that there 
are two ways in which natural theology is made known by God leads 
Voetius to a distinction between its two principles. Non-Christians “can 
have [natural theology] from natural light and reason and Christians 
have or can have it from the same light as a secondary principle and at 
the same time from the Word of God as the primary principle.” This 
is a stance of major significance. The insistence on the priority of the 
biblical revelation is consonant with Voetius’s basic view of philosophi- 
cal thought as being ultimately subject to a biblical norm. This position 
denies autonomy to philosophy and natural theology. Hence, there is 
in Voetius no place for a notion of philosophical freedom to the dis- 
advantage of theology or in contradiction of the Bible.?* At the same 


202 “De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante, pars secunda’ [P. Laccher, 11 February, 
1657], SDTh, III, 839: “I. Datur Theologia naturalis ex Rom. 1 vers. 19, 20, Psal. 19, 
vers. 1-8, Actor. 14 et 17; accedente universali experientia, et ratione: de quo antehac 
egimus in Problematis de "Theologia, et part. 1 select. Dispp. tit. de Atheismo. II. Est donum 
Dei commune, per communem revelationem in natura, Rom. 1 vers. 19, 20 cum Actor. 
14 et 17, et Psal. 19. III. Eadem tamen, quod ad principia, axiomata, et theses suas 
revelata est in verbo Dei: idque non tantum in actu exercito, quatenus illis omnes 
ejus veritates proponuntur sub formali revelationis divinae; sed etiam in actu signato, 
quatenus de iisdem affirmatur, quod natura sint nota, aut quod hoc modo naturaliter 
demonstrentur. Vide 1 Corinth. 11 vers. 14 et loca jam citata.” 

203 ‘De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante, pars prima’ [N. Haringh, 17 Decem- 
ber 1656], SDTh, III, 829: “Ista [theologia naturalis] est quam alieni a fide et destituti 
verbo Dei habere possunt ex lumine et ratione naturali; et quam Christiani habent aut 
habere possunt ex eodem lumine tanquam principio secundario, et simul ex verbo Dei 
tanquam principio primario." On these two principles see also, for instance: Thersites 
heautontimorumenos, 190; De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante, pars secunda,’ SDTh 
III, 839, 846; ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei,’ SDTh, I, 7; ‘De explicatione praedi- 
cationum, et formularum restrictivarum in theologia, pars prima’ [P. van Spijckershof, 
11 December 1647], SDTh IL, 362-383, here 364: “Sed mediorum terminorum cum 
minori extremo conjunctorum, ultima analysis est in solam scripturam; in articulis scil. 
theologiae supernaturalis: eorumdem in articulis theologiae naturalis analysis est pri- 
mario in scripturam; secundario in lumen naturale et sanam philosophiam." Cf. ‘De 
errore et haeresi, pars quinta’ [N. Beets, 8 October 1656], SDTh II, 742; ‘Problematum 
de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 19; ‘Problematum de Deo, pars nona’ [J. vander 
Hagen; 12 June 1661], SD V, 123-136, here 131: “Scriptura enim omnium Philosophico- 
rum quae attingit et Theologiae naturalis principium est primarium; lumen naturale et 
recta ratio, secundari.” 

204 *Problematum de Scriptura, pars secunda,’ SD V, 19: “Unde consectarium hoc 
educimus, perperam de Deo, angelis, animae humanae existentia et immortalitate etc. 
et hypothesibus huc pertinentibus disputari, et libertatem ejusmodi disputationibus peti, 
quod sint pure philosophicae, non theologicae, aut scripturariae: cum tamen theologiae 
et scripturae veritates labefactent.” Cf. also "Introductio ad philosophiam sacram," thesis 45 
Diatribae, 123-126 (cf. Goudriaan/De Niet, ‘Introductio, 46-50, 28-29 and references). 
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time, natural theology is also based on natural human rationality— 
actually, the latter is its “formal and proper principle"?5— so that a 
sort of common area is assumed that the Christian shares with non- 
Christians.?® The natural principle brings its own certainty to natural 
theology: Voetius declines the notion that natural theology derives all of 
its firmness from the Bible. The first reason for this 1s that natural the- 
ology “is from God, by natural revelation" and therefore is reliable, and 
the second reason 1s that the assumption of uncertainty in human rea- 
son would imply uncertainty in human conscience also and undermine 
the apostle Paul's statement that no human being has an excuse for 
not believing God.” Voetius, in other words, accepted and defended 
natural theology as a legitimate form of theological thinking"? 

In the light of Voetius's frequent reference to Paul's epistle to the 
Romans (1:19-20) it 1s not surprising to note his positive appreciation 
of the causal argument for God's existence: Voetius even affirmed 
that it is “the most important" proof.?? This preference has a biblical 


205 Diatribae, 31: “... illius [of natural theology] principium formale et proprium est 

lumen seu revelatio naturalis; hujus [of supernatural theology] revelatio supernaturalis 
” 

206 Cf. De atheismo, pars quarta’ [G. de Bruyn, 13 July 1639], SDT I, 185. 

207 De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante, pars secunda,’ SDTh III, 839-840. Cf. 
also ‘De errore et haeresi, pars pars quinta’ [N. Beets, 8 October 1656], SDTh III, 740: 
“E. gr. Philosophia et Theologia communiter tenent ac tradunt hanc veritatem, quod 
aliquid de Deo et operibus ejus, praesertim de homine certo sciri possit, non tantum ex 
Scripturae revelatione supernaturali, sed etiam ex libro et lumine naturae. Psal. 19, vers. 
1, 2, etc. Rom. 1, 19, 20”; and compare Voetius’s preface to SDTh I, here [xiv]. 

208 He took care that a work in this area by his son Daniel Voet was published: Com- 
pendium pneumaticae, Adjectis aliquot ejusdem argumenti disputationibus, publice ante hac propositis, 
Utrecht 1661. 

?09 'Th.A. McGahagan, ‘Cartesianism in the Netherlands, 1639-1676; the New Sci- 
ence and the Calvinist Counter-Reformation,’ unpublished PhD diss., University of 
Pennsylvania 1976, 156—157, and references (206), including Voetius, ‘De atheismo, pars 
quarta,’ SDTh, I, 172-174, here 172: “An in hac methodo partem et quidem praecipuam 
faciat probatio seu consequentia ab effecto ad causam, seu ab operibus ad opificem, 
quam vulgo cum dicto Dionysio Areopagita viam causalitatis appellant, et probationem ex 
libro naturae. R. Aff. et probatur 1. autoritate et exemplo spir. s. Roman. 1 v. 19, 20; Act. 
14: 15, 17 et 17: 27, 28; Ps. 8:2, 4 et 19 v. 1, 2, 3 etc. Jobi 38 et 39, Les. 40:21, 22, 26; Terem. 
10 v. 13 [10], 11. Quae loca diligenter expendenda, in quibus ipsum Deum, prophetas, 
apostolos hac methodo disputantes audies." See also 213: “... demonstratio ab effectis 
ad causam, ab operibus ad opificem et gubernatorem primo tanquam palmaria et uni- 
versalis, quae omnes alias in se complectitur, ponatur...,” or 214: ^Tutissimam autem, 
expeditissimam et evidentissimam esse hanc methodum persuadent Christianis doct- 
rina et exemplum spiritus s. Rom. 1, Psal. 19, Actor. 17, lesa. 40 etc”; ‘Disputatio continens 
positiones aliquot miscellaneas,’ SDTh, IV, 753. Suetonius Tranquillus defended causal 
arguments against Cartesianism; Staat des geschils, 6—7 (cf. on the issue my ‘Die Rezep- 
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motivation. Voetius speaks in one place of *the necessity of the defence 
of Scripture, which teaches that from creation the one true God is 
concluded, in Rom 1:19-20 and in other places just quoted ...”?!° This 
position is also in line with his Aristotelian orientation. 

Petrus van Mastricht did not publish a special work on natural theol- 
ogy. He advocates a proper role for natural theology, which he locates 
in the middle between its Socinian underestimation on the one hand, 
and various expressions of its overestimation on the other hand. Exam- 
ples of the latter are certain Roman Catholic approaches, the notion of 
“some common theology, by which everyone can be saved in his reli- 
gion” and some Cartesian assumptions. Van Mastricht mentions four 
arguments in favour of natural theology: biblical texts, human con- 
science, the consensus that is found among very different nations, and 
experience?! Referring once again to the classical text in Paul's letter 
to the Romans (1:19-20), Van Mastricht states that natural theology is 
“useful” for various purposes: “for convincing atheists, demonstrating 
the deity and some worship of God,” and it also leaves humans without 
excuse for unbelief. On the other hand, accurate knowledge of natural 
theology does not save anybody: for this, God's supernatural work 1s 
needed? 

It is no surprise to see that Van Mastricht provides arguments for 
God's existence, which he divides into two categories: arguments (ratio- 
nes) and testimonies (testimonia). An important reason for this distinction 
is that the degree of strictness 1s different: atheists are inclined to take 
testimonies less seriously than rational argument.?? The first and most 
important (prima ... et primaria) rational argument is the causal proof 
(“from the effects, ab effectis"). It is followed by (2) an argument that the 


tion des cartesianischen Gottesgedankens bei Abraham Heidanus,’ Neue Zeitschrift für sys- 
tematische Theologie und Religionsphilosophie 38 (1996) 166-197, and Philosophische Gotteserken- 
ntnis). On the proofs for the existence of God in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century 
Dutch theology, see J. Platt, Reformed Thought and Scholasticism, and P. Swagerman, Ratio 
en revelatio. 

210 Voetius, ‘De creatione’ [L. Spruit, 8 September 1638], SDTh I, 557. 

?!! Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 7a-b (I, 1, $23), here 7b: “Refellit negantes naturalem istam 
Theologiam 1, Scriptura Rom. i 19, 20, Cap. i1 14, 15, Psal xix 2, 3, et civ, Act. xiv 15, 
quotiescunque res divinas tradit, ratione, citra revelationem, Gentilibus perspectas. 2. 
Conscientia, naturaliter excusans et condemnans, bene aut male gesta Rom ii 15. 3. Gentium 
consensus, navigationibus Lusitanorum, Anglorum, Belgarum testatissimus. 4. Experientia, 
in tot Gentilium scriptis pneumaticis, ethicis, oeconomicis, politicis, obvia." 

212 TRPTh, 7b (I, 1 824). 

213 ThPTh, 66a (IL, 2, $4). 
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world has been created by God, (3) an argument “from the conserva- 
tion of the world," (4) “from the government of the world," (5) from 
the order that appears among the stars, (6) from the human being, his 
“artful formation (artificiosa. efformatio”), soul, and derived existence, (7) 
"from the conservation, stability, order and revolutions of states," (8) 
“from miracles," and finally (9) “from sure predictions of future contin- 
gents.”?! In addition, Van Mastricht mentions three cases of evidence 
that belongs to the category of the testimonies (testimonia): these are 
human conscience, the world and its inhabitants who generally recog- 
nise a deity, and God Himself, “not only by acting in nature ... but also 
by speaking in Scripture. "?? This brief survey shows that in Van Mas- 
tricht, as was the case in Voetius, the empirical and causal approach is 
dominant. 

The mere fact that Anthonius Driessen published special volumes on 
natural theology, shows that he recognised its positive function.?' He 
felt confident to do so, because the Bible leads the way to this recog- 
nition.?" In light of Driessen's emphasis on a biblically guided natural 
theology, this publication in itself, of separate volumes devoted to nat- 
ural theology, does not imply that this kind of theological reflection 
is becoming more independent from supernatural theology. Driessen 
sometimes suggests that his natural theology 1s construed on the basis 
of reason alone and without direct reference to Scripture.?? This can 
be regarded as a consequence of the common view that natural theol- 
ogy has a natural source. In this line of thought also fits his observation 
that natural theology gives social cohesion among people who are igno- 


214 ThPTh, 66a-68b (IL, 2, $411). 

215 ThPTh, 68b-6ga (IL, 2, $12-14). C£. Van Mastricht’s rebuttal of a few objections 
on 69b (IL, 2, $15). 

216 Driessen, Theologiae naturalis brevior et rudior delineatio in usum scholae domesticae (1719); 
Lumen et doctrina conscientiae (1728). Yet in the last book the treatment of the topics is 
explicitly said to be “illustrated by Holy Scripture" (cf. 169—170). On natural theology, 
see Driessen's reflections in Commentarius, 5-7. 

? Commentarius, 7: “Pretium illi [i.e. natural theology] posuit in Verbo suo Deus, 
ad insitas Veritates provocans, Viri Sancti, Paulus praesertim ad Rom. r:19, 20 et 
2:14, I5. Et in sua ad Philosophos Gentiles oratione Act. 17, quae Theologiae Natur. 
compendium quoddam esse possit." Moreover, 6: “Ipsum Deum habet [sc. theologia 
naturalis] Auctorem quod docent immutabilia Principia, Notiones, et axiomata in quae 
homini nihil est arbitrii." 

218 See, for instance, the following text: “Ex his certum est, hominem aliquem, forte 
primum (Theologia Naturalis determinare id non potest, quod pulchre aperit Revelatio) 
peccasse, facultatibus suis libere abusum, propterea puniendum non modo illum ipsum, 
sed etiam in Posteris ...," Delineatio, 27. 
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rant of the Bible.?? It has been noted above that natural reason seems 
to receive a moment of hegemony, when Driessen grants it competence 
to formulate conditions for a Divine revelation. But the overall picture 
in Driessen is that his own natural theology is, tacitly and explicitly, 
guided by revelation or, as he writes, “illuminated by Holy Scripture.” 
This is consonant with Voetius's assertion of two principles of natural 
theology. 

In Driessen's understanding, “natural theology and religion" corre- 
spond to “the dictates of sound reason," which comprise the recogni- 
tion of the fact that humans are dependent upon God and should live 
for Him. It 1s distinct from "supernatural theology and religion? which, 
building on “inborn truths and laws (veritates legesque insitas), makes 
known the triune God who by the Mediator wishes to save repenting 
sinners who obey His Word.?? A few brief remarks help to describe fur- 
ther Driessen's view of natural theology. Natural theology in Driessen 
has a clear focus on human conscience. He published on it under the 
title of Lumen and doctrina conscientiae and he spoke “of natural theology, 
that is, the doctrine of conscience.””! [n the second place, natural the- 
ology 1s not an adequate way to salvation: it can provoke an awareness 
of sin and its just punishment, but it does not show the way back to a 
restored relationship with God.?? Thirdly, natural theology comes “in 
order of nature before" supernatural theology, which still makes use of 
“inborn truths" as “a principle of demonstration."?? Christian theology, 
in other words, builds upon natural theology. 


219 Commentarius, 7: “Est illa Vinculum Societatis humanae quod ad homines divina 
Revelatione destitutos, et medium Consensus in Relligione aliquando futuri." 

?20 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 169. 

221 Commentarius, 6: “... Theologiae Naturali, quae est Doctrina Conscientiae ...” 

222 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 300: “Huc usque Theologia Naturalis Creaturam 
rationalem manuducit, docens a quid sit homo, b a quo sit, c qualis ille originis nostrae 
Auctor, d quam ad illum habeat relationem, e quam violavit, f quid transgressio sit 
promerita. Sed, quomodo Numini laeso reconciliari cumque eo in gratiam redire 
possit, plane ignorat Theologia Naturalis quae certo definire nequit, an et quale sit 
Medium reconciliationis cum Deo” (the same text in Delineatio, 31); cf. 300-302 and 
Delineatio, 31-33. 

223 Commentarius, 6-7: “Omnium Veritatum Principium demonstrandi est [i.e. natu- 
ral theology]; etiam Veritatum revelatarum, licet enim quod ad Argumentum suum 
Theologia revelata aliud praeter Scripturam S. Principium non agnoscit, sunt tamen 
Veritates insitae Principium demonstrandi. y. Quamvis Theologiae Revelatae maxima 
prae Naturali sit praestantia, dum sola peccatorem ad beatam Dei comunionem ducit, 
tamen ordine Naturae haec ante illam ordinatur, ad illam manuducens”; 7: “Sine hac 
nemo solidus curatus Theologus evadit. Ordo naturalis invertitur si primum vel simul 
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In contrast to Voetius and van Mastricht, Driessen did not attribute 
a central place to causal or cosmological arguments. His natural the- 
ology shows a predominance of reasoning which—revealing a Carte- 
slan orientation—takes as its point of departure the human subject 
or, more in particular, conscience. Like the Utrecht theologians, how- 
ever, Driessen also supposes that knowledge of God 1s *both innate 
and acquired,” in other words, “by conscience and experience."?* But 
the subjective starting point of his proofs is, in its Cartesian outlook, 
remarkably different from the way in which Voetius and van Mastricht 
argued. 

This can be shown by a brief survey of his arguments. According 
to Driessen's early Theologiae naturalis ... delineatio (1719) the existence 
of God can be argued in five main ways. The first argument—or 
rather description—takes as its point of departure the “nature of the 
mind." The human intellect knows with clarity and distinction that it 
is “a thinking substance," not an extended substance, and that it owes 
its existence to a supremely perfect and omnipotent Auctor. The sec- 
ond argument consists of three arguments “[f]rom the faculties of the 
mind." These comprise a proof "[f|rom the idea of God that requires 
an exemplary and formal cause," and references to the desire that the 
human intellect has for “the infinite Good," and to the moral activ- 
ity of conscience. The third argument for God's existence notes that 
the body did not bring itself into existence, nor 1s it caused by the 
mind. A fourth proof is briefly described as starting *[f]rom the con- 
junction of mind and body” When Driessen finally argues that the 
existence of God can be inferred “[fJrom the existence of all things 
that exist outside of us," this argument remarkably lacks an explicit 
causal argument. It is an argument with teleological character, aiming 
at “God, the most powerful, most wise and most benevolent Being,” so 
it includes an implicit causal element, but this is not made explicit.?? 
It is clear from this list that Driessen had no fundamental objections 
to physico-theology. Driessen does not offer an ontological argument 


cum Revelata illi sedulam operam non impendit." Cf. 5: “Theologiam Naturalem sup- 
ponit ipsa Scriptura, veritates revelatae supponunt insitas, sine quibus revelatarum veri- 
tatum notionem nemo formet, demonstrationem admittat." 

224 E.g. Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 111-112 (explanation of Romans 1:19-20). 


Cf. Commentarius, 5: “... non acquisitam [theologiam naturalem dari] tantum, sed et 
innatam, absque qua innata acquisita nulla daretur ...”; 6. 


225 Delineatio, 2-3. 
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here.?5 Wolfhart Pannenberg observed a historical “shift, from the cos- 
mological to the anthropological foundation of proofs for God's exis- 
tence, that started with Descartes." One of the remarkable general 
changes that distinguishes Driessen from Voetius and van Mastricht is 
indeed the adoption of a primarily anthropological approach (the first 
four arguments), whereas the cosmological basis preferred by Voetians 
is only present in Driessen’s last argument. 

In 1728 in his compendium of natural theology, Lumen et doctrina 
conscientiae, Driessen wrote extensively on (the proofs for) God's exis- 
tence.?? This exposition clearly builds on and elaborates the five argu- 
ments formulated in his sketch from 1719.?? (One of the new elements 
is the—obviously anti-Spinozistic—statement that not “all minds taken 
together are modes of an infinite substance ...”).?°° In Lumen et doc- 
trina conscientiae the discussion includes causal elements (e.g. such as the 
Cartesian claim that the idea of God in humans presupposes a cause 
that is both exemplary and efficient)?! Driessen still argues for the exis- 
tence of a “First Cause.” The classical issue of the (im)possibility 
of “infinite effects without cause” (or an infinite series of causes) is 
only briefly touched upon and is not worked out.” Driessen refers 
to several biblical texts in his discussion of the proofs for the exis- 
tence of God.” That he does not quote from Romans 1:19-20 can be 
explained by the predominance of his main starting-point, the human 
being. When he mentions conscience, a locus classicus such as Romans 
2:15 is not quoted (in this context, Psalm 27:8 1s mentioned). Yet when 
Driessen in a later writing rejects a Leibnizian-Wolffian argument a 
pron for God's existence as unbiblical and as an overestimation of 


226 Driessen obviously sees, in the context of a chapter on creation, no problem in 
speaking about the “causa rerum omnium prima”; Delineatio, 8. 


227 W, Pannenberg, Systematische Theologie, I, 101: “... die Wendung von der kosmo- 
logischen zur anthropologischen Begründung der Gottesbeweise ..., die mit Descartes 
einsetzte." 


228 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 169-206. 

229 This is particularly evident from the enumeration in Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 
170-171. 

230 See Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 177-179, here 177. 

231 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 181. Non-Cartesian is the statement: “Ideas autem 
innatas non esse satis demonstravimus," 172. 

232 See e.g. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 184, 197, 196. 

?33 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 196. 

?3* In the relevant chapter (169-206) in Lumen et doctrina conscientiae the following texts 
are quoted: 185 (Ps. 27:8; 103:1; 42:6, 12; Lam. 3:24; Rom. 9:1), 198 (Jude ro; Isa. 1:2; 
Ps. 32:9), 203 (1Cor. 15:36). 
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human rational powers, he quotes Romans 1:20 to illustrate his point 
that the Bible, arguing a posteriori “proves God's existence ... from the 
existence of the world."?* In a different context, Driessen comes close 
here to the cosmological approach that characterised Voetian natural 
theology. Driessen did not feel comfortable about what he described 
as the Leibnizian attempt to “understand, by its principle of contra- 
diction or non contradiction and of sufficient reason, a priori and from 
the nature of the thing itself ... the mode by which the First Being is 
something by itself, and that it therefore is not something contradic- 
tory ..." In the Leibnizian approach a priori, Driessen states, the world 
“follows out of God's nature itself”— which is opposed to Driessen’s 
own insistence on the freedom of God's creating activity (see Chap- 
ter 2), 

In Sapientia hujus mundi Driessen criticised the way in which Descartes 
tried to prove God's existence. The content of this critique shows that 
he 1s at this time reading Descartes as forming a background and 
preparation of Spinozistic thought. Two points are remarkable in par- 
ticular. The first is Driessen's feeling that the argument a priori is con- 
nected with the notion of a necessarily existing substance, in the sense 
that human thinking (cogitatio) 1s taken to be a mode (modus), presup- 
posing a subject or rather substance in which it inheres and “which 
has actually necessary existence outside my concept (quae necessariam 


?35 Sapientia hujus mundi, 109-110: "Quare illud argumentum a priori pro demon- 
stranda Dei existentia non tantum qualiter illud Cartesius proposuit, prorsus est nul- 
lum, et methodum periculosam involvit, sed et idem illud argumentum propositum 
secundum principium illud contradictionis vel non contradictionis hoc modo: Ens ne- 
cessarium existens contradictionem non involvit, sic impossibile non est, sicque ne- 
cessarium est. Illam methodum a priore S. Scriptura prorsus ignorat, ubique illam a 
posteriori inculcat. Pugnat illa methodus cum finito intellectu nostro, intellectum Crea- 
turae transformat in infinitum intellectum Creatoris"; 110—111: *... S. Scriptura, quae 
ex mundi existentia, quae adeoque ceu demonstrata supponitur, existentiam Dei probat 
... Aperte Apostolus ad Rom 1 docet ... per facta haec omnia, per mundi hujus exis- 
tentiam, nos aeternam Dei potentiam et Deitatem colligere et intelligere. Ergo Deitas i.e. natura 
a se existens, potentia aeterna i.e. potentia quae quid ex nihilo sistit, non antecedenter 
ad existentiam mundi, sed consequenter ex ipsis rebus creatis intelligitur et colligitur." 
References to Acts 17 and Psalm 19 follow. 

236 Sapientia hujus mundi, 108: “Ita Philosophia illa ... per suum principium contra- 
dictionis vel non contradictionis, et rationis sufficientis, a priore, et ex ipsa rei natura, 
intelligere videri vult modum, per quem Ens primum aliquod a se sit, sicque illud con- 
tradictorium non esse, et hoc ipsis est intelligere illud scientifice, sic mundi possibilitatem 
a priori intelligit. Nempe de illo condendo decretum, ejusque creatio (qualem nempe 
illi creationem concipiunt) sequitur ex ipsa Dei natura; posito Deo, posita infinita vol- 
untate, ponitur mundus." 
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habeat extra conceptum meum actu existenttam)”°” Here again, Driessen’s 
disapproval of a priori arguments 1s evident. Here, a connection with 
Spinozistic monism (and Descartes’s definition of substance)? seems a 
major reason for this. The second point concerns the concept of idea: 
Driessen rejects the claim that inborn ideas are caused by God. In the 
third meditation Descartes himself had asserted this exclusively with 
respect to the idea Dei, so that the idea of God in the human intel- 
lect became the basis of an argument for God's existence. Driessen's 
broader criticism concerning ideas seems motivated by Spinozism and 
another text of Descartes. He writes that if “this actual representation 
[i.e. an idea] will have not our mind but God Himself as efficient and 
immediate cause," the consequence is that it “will be a mode of the 
Divine intellect, and our mind some mode of such Divine modifica- 
tions.” Driessen quotes a phrase of Descartes's Discours de la methode, 
and Spinoza’s claim that the human mind, “insofar as it accurately 
perceives things is a part of the infinite intellect."?? Thus, Driessen 
seems to share or support none of the typically Cartesian components 
in Descartes's arguments for God's existence, even though his focus on 
the human being reveals the post-Cartesian standpoint of his natural 
theology. 


?37 Sapientia hujus mundi, 49. 

238 Sapientia hujus mundi, 41-42. 

239 Sapientia hujus mundi, 57-58. Driessen quotes Descartes as saying “Deus est Ens 
summum et perfectissimum, adeo ut quicquid entis in nobis est ab eo procedat, unde 
sequitur ideas nostras cum in eo sint entiaque sint non posse non esse veras," cf. Discours 
de la méthode, AT VI, 562,3-10 and 38,15-24; Spinoza, Ethica Il, prop. 43, scholium; ed. 
Gebhardt, Opera, IL, 124,38—125,4; trans. Van Suchtelen, 108; trans. Krop, 200-201. 
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CREATION, MOSAIC PHYSICS, COPERNICANISM, 
AND DIVINE ACCOMMODATION 


I. Introduction 


The world is, in various ways, a theme in both theology and philos- 
ophy. The book of Genesis records that God created the world in six 
days. As one of the tasks of Christian theologians 1s to interpret and 
defend the biblical account of God's creation of the world, Reformed 
theologians from the sixteenth century onwards continued the exist- 
ing Christian attempt to integrate biblical data and physics, an attempt 
that was articulated in the so-called Mosaic physics.! Gisbertus Voetius as 
well as Petrus van Mastricht and Anthonius Driessen defended “Mosaic 
origins' against the new philosophies of their day? They were by no 
means alone in doing so: Van Mastricht's colleague Melchior Ley- 
dekker, fox example, organised a series of twelve theological disputa- 
tons ‘De origine mundi Mosaica’ in Utrecht in 1695 and he spoke 
again ‘De Hexaémero seu sex diebus creationis! in 1697-1698.? These 


! On Mosaic physics, also beyond the field of Reformed theology, see for instance 
A. Blair, Mosaic Physics and the Search for a Pious Natural Philosophy in the Late 
Renaissance,’ Isis 91 (2000) 32-58. 

? On Van Mastricht, see the remark by H. Pontanus in his Oratio in obitum Petri 
van Mastricht. The address (1706) is also included in the posthumous edition of Van 
Mastricht’s Theoretico-practica theologia, see here [xv]. For a survey on the research of 
nature in the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Netherlands, see K. van Berkel in: 
idem/A. van Helden/L. Palm (eds.), A History of Science in the Netherlands. Survey, Themes 
and Reference, Leiden/Boston/Köln 1999, 37-94 (= Part I, $2-3). 

3 M. Leydekker, Dissertatio theologica de origine mundi Mosaica, twelve parts in ten 
[16 October 1695-14 December 1695; various respondents], Utrecht 1695; Disserta- 
tio historico-theologica de Hexaémero seu sex diebus creationis, two parts [28 February (= 13 
March, according to a handwritten correction) 1697-26 November 1698; B. Duy- 
sing/C. Walingius], Utrecht 1697-1698. In these years, Leydekker held more dispu- 
tations on related issues: Dissertatio historico-theologica de sermone Dei in origine universi, 
three parts in two [2 May — 27 May 1696; A. Pennis/A. Reeland], Utrecht 1696, 
and Dissertatio historico-theologica de Spiritus S. operatione in origine universi, four parts in 
three [19 February 1696-18 March 1696; P. van Royen/G. Muller/J. Doesburgh], 
Utrecht 1696; Dissertatio theologica de luce primigenia, four parts [5 September 1696-21 
October 1696; H. Hulscher/M. van Oostee/M.J.E. Andreae/J. van Ostade], Utrecht 
1696. 
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theologians philosophised about creation and nature in accordance 
with the authority of Scripture as the Word of God. This suggests that 
natural philosophy in their view was an “inherently theological disci- 
pline.”* 

Basic, of course, to any doctrine that is intending to stay in line with 
the book of Genesis is the fact of creation (from nothing) itself ($2). The 
profession that God created the world logically precedes considerations 
concerning the actual way in which creation took place. In the sev- 
enteenth and eighteenth centuries, moreover, a number of issues were 
debated that were, in one way or another, related to creation. A few of 
these are discussed in the present chapter: the creation of the world in 
six days, the issue of substantial forms, and Copernicanism ($3). Finally, 
a few remarks are made on the theory of Divine accommodation that 
was applied, among other things, to biblical texts dealing with the world 


($4). 


2. Philosophy and Creation from Nothing 


The Reformation brought no change to the common Christian doc- 
trine that God created the universe from nothing. While Gisbertus 
Voetius reminded his readers that the Hebrew verb as such that is 
used in Genesis 1:1 (X53) does “not always denote the production of a 
thing from nothing," he too defended creation out of nothing, giv- 
ing as a theological proof a reference to Hebrews 11:3 (cf. Romans 4:17). 
Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen shared the conviction that cre- 
ation from nothing can be known by natural human reason. The philo- 
sophical principle that “from nothing comes nothing" was admitted by 


* C. Leijenhorst, ‘Place, Space and Matter in Calvinist Physics,’ The Monist 84 
(2001) 520—541, here 520, referring (cf. 537, footnotes 2-5) to Andrew Cunningham. 

? In some contexts, however, it can have this meaning. See Voetius, ‘De creatione’ 
[L. Spruit, 8 September 1638], SDTh I, 553-554, quote on 553 (Voetius is in accord here 
with his teacher Franciscus Gomarus, Disputationes theologicae, habitae in variis academuùs, 
XI, De creatione mundi, theses 5-6, in: Opera theologica omnia, Amsterdam 1664, IL, 332); 
see also ‘Problematum de creatione’ [J. Cloeck, 21 December 1660], SD V, 201. Petrus 
van Maastricht (Theoretico-practica theologia, 311 [l. 3, c. 5]) takes a similar viewpoint: in 
Genesis 1:1 the verb indicates creation ex nihilo, but elsewhere it concerns “quae fiunt 
ex praejacente materia …” Cf. A. Williams, The Common Expositor. An Account of the 
Commentaries on Genesis, 1527-1633, Chapel Hill 1948, 45. 

9 Voetius, ‘De creatione, SDTh I, 560—563. 
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Voetius in the natural realm, but only there.” Thus, the principle does 
not exclude the possibility of creation by almighty God. 

When the Spanish Jesuit Franciscus Suárez in his Disputationes meta- 
physicae addressed the question of whether natural reason is able to rec- 
ognize the possibility of the creation of things, his answer was that most 
Christian theologians think it is. In his own view, these thinkers defend 
a view that 1s well in accordance with the biblical notion that God 
can be known from the world around us? A similar view is held by 
Voetius, who stated that in “Romans 1 verse 20 … the demonstration 
of natural theology is taught by which God 1s concluded from creation: 
which conclusion would not follow if someone else were or could be 
the Creator"? Moreover, one of Voetius's reasons why the triune God 
alone must be the Creator is explicitly taken “from reason," and he 
also wrote that pagan reasoning that goes in this direction deserves to 
be appreciated.” It seems, therefore, that Voetius considered the cre- 
ation of the world as demonstrable by natural reason. Voetius's trust 
in the support of natural reason also becomes visible in another argu- 
ment. Is it possible to prove rationally that creation occurred in tune? 
Voetius thinks this is possible, because “novelty of being (novitas essendi)" 
is characteristic of what a creature is, which cannot be “from eternity 
(ab aeterno)" but is produced “in time (in tempore).”!! On this point, inci- 
dentally, Voetius differed from Suárez, who considered creation from 
eternity possible and declined the notion that creation implies “novelty” 


7 De errore et haeresi, pars sexta’ [G. Baxcamp, 22 November 1656], SDT III, 
752. C£, on Keckermann: Muller, After Calvin, 129-130. 

8 AJ. Freddoso (trans.), Francisco Suarez, S.J., On Creation, Conservation, and Concurrence. 
Metaphysical Disputations 20, 21, and 22, South Bend 2002, 6; Suarez, Disputationes meta- 
physicae, 20.1.7, XXV, 747a. The Dutch Reformed theologian Jacobus Revius did not 
dispute this view, cf. Suarez repurgatus. Sive syllabus disputationum metaphysicarum Francisci 
Suarez, 318. 

? Voetius, De creatione,’ 555-556 “Ex Roman. 1 vers. 20 ubi docetur demonstratio 
Theologiae naturalis, qua ex creatione concluditur Deus: quae conclusio non proced- 
eret, siquidem alius fuisset aut posset esse creator.” Cf. 557-558 where Voetius speaks 
of the “... necessitas defensionis scripturae, quae ex creatione concludere docet unum 
verum Deum Rom 1:19, 20 aliisque locıs modo cif. cujus patrocinium contra Atheos, et 
infideles non est deserendum, ut quae fide tenemus ratione etiam probemus, et rationes 
oppositos solvamus ..." 

10 De creatione," SDTh I, 555-556, here 556: “Ex ratione: quia creare ex nihilo 
excedit potentiam finitam et creatam. Non est ergo potentia creandi in ulla creatura, 
nec potest a Deo illi communicari." 

11 ‘Problemata de creatione, pars secunde’ [I. Tergun, 27 October 1660], SDTh V, 
156, referring to his first disputation on creation, see ‘De creatione,’ SDTh I, 568—569; 
cf. ‘De creatione, pars secunda,’ SDTh I, 574. 
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in its existence: what creation ex nilo implies, according to him, is that 
the creature receives—whether or not from eternity—its being from its 
Creator.? Voetius considered the arguments for his own view on this 
Issue as adequate, even though these may not demolish the reasons for 
the opposite.? What is clear, in any case, is that Voetius considered 
creation a theological tenet that can also be attained by philosophical 
reason. 

When Van Mastricht in his 1655 Vindiciae veritatis briefly referred to 
God's creation of the world from nothing (ex nihilo) he counted this 
among "the articles of faith that are known by faith and revelation only, 
Hebr. 11:3,” and he mentions Aristotle as instead supporting the axiom 
“from nothing comes nothing."!* Later, however, in his 7 heoretico-practica 
theologia, he takes a different view. ‘That God created things from noth- 
ing is indeed known by Scripture, but Van Mastricht adds that it is 
also known by nature, albeit in a less clear manner. In order to prove 
the latter point, he mentions four arguments. The first two arguments 
seem complementary: “God alone is the absolutely First Being” so that 
everything exists by Him who exists necessarily. Moreover, in them- 
selves the other things “have only possible existence": they are brought 
into real existence “by another (ab alio),” who alone is “by himself (per 
se)” These two arguments are related to the causal argument for the 
existence of God and can be considered to describe some of its impli- 
cations. In a third argument Van Mastricht takes the imperfection of 
things as an indication of their being created by another: what created 
itself would have unlimited perfection.’ Van Mastricht finally refers to 
both philosophical “testimonies,” such as given by Macrobius, and the 
lack of consensus among philosophers about “the origin of the world." 
In this way it is possible that “the same [fact of creation] is held by 
reason and faith, as is clear in all these philosophical matters that are 
treated in the Scriptures," even though philosophy remains unaware of 


1? Freddoso (trans.), Suarez, On Creation, 98-100; Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, 
20.5.11-12, XXV, 782. Voetius was aware of his disagreement with Suárez and many 
other scholastic thinkers on this point, see ‘De creatione, SDTh I, 569. Revius too 
rejected Suárez’ argument; see Suarez repurgatus, 333-336. 

13 Voetius, De creatione, SDTh I, 569: “Quamvis autem tam abunde et tam evi- 
denter forte demonstrari nequiret, esse simpliciter impossibile et contradictorium, si 
productio rei dicatur aeterna, cum sit a non esse ad esse: tamen putamus tantum hic 
esse certitudinis, ut moderatis ingeniis et quidem pro fide certantibus debeat sufficere." 

14 Van Mastricht, Vindiciae veritatis, 202. 

15 Cf. Descartes, Meditationes de prima philosophia, AT VIL, 48,710. 


CREATION, MOSAIC PHYSICS, COPERNICANISM 89 


the details of creation that are described in the Bible and accepted in 
faith (Hebr. 11:6).!5 

Already in his early survey of natural theology (1719) Driessen claims 
that human reason can know “from its own principles (ex suis principus)” 
that there is “one thing that is by itself (a se), the cause of all things, 
which has produced from nothing all things outside itself ...”!” If cre- 
ation from nothing is known rationally it is no surprise that Driessen's 
later compendium of natural theology (1728) includes an extensive dis- 
cussion of creation. Yet Driessen argues, not unlike Van Mastricht, that 
the mode in which, for example, vegetation has been produced and 
how animals were created, remains outside the scope of philosophy.'? 
Also, the way in which various philosophies conceived of the genesis of 
the world is no reason for optimism about a harmony between biblical 
Christianity and philosophical thought. As Driessen states in 1734, even 
"the philosophy of Descartes," for example, "ignores the true God, Cre- 
ator of heaven and earth,"'? and “the philosophers of the gentiles" com- 
monly held that matter existed from eternity—even Plato, who thought 
a divine Maker freely decided at a certain point to form this world.? 
In fact, Driessen writes, *no school of pagan philosophers has held a 
true notion of creation and accordingly of God the Creator"?! and this 
is so, even with “the best, Pythagoras and Plato,"? because “they were 
deprived of divine revelation."? In short, in this 1734 writing Driessen 
clearly tends to the view that creation by God can barely be known 
without help from biblical revelation.” 


16 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 312a—b (1. 3, c. 5, 84). 

17 Driessen, Delineatio, 6 (815-16). The argumentation is unfolded on 6-13. 

18 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 264. 

19. Sapientia hujus mundi, [xi], cf. [xii]: “Et vidi, Dei Creatoris rerum omnium ex nihilo, 
ignorantiam per omnem ejus Philosophiam regnare”— similar statements are repeated 
in this book, see e.g. 66. 

?0 Sapientia hujus mundi, 23; on ancient philosophers about the origin of the universe, 
see 23-28. 

?! Sapientia hujus mundi, 36: “Quia jam visum est, nullam Gentilium Philosophorum 
scholam veram tenuisse creationis notionem, sicque Dei creatoris ..." 

?? Sapientia hujus mundi, 64. 

23 Sapientia hujus mundi, 65: “Sed postquam vidi omnes illos priscae sapientiae gentilis 
Magistros verum illum Deum Creatorem ignorasse propterea quod Revelatione divina 
destituerentur ...”; cf. 64 *... sine divina revelatione ...” 

?* See also Sapientia hujus mundi, 111-113: “Stringet illud magis, si semina equidem 
aeternae potentiae cognoscendae, i.e. potentiae, quae mundum ex nihilo sistat, equi- 
dem animis sunt insita, sed se non exsertura, nisi per contemplationem rerum cre- 
atarum, imo qui nunc est naturae corruptae status, se non exsertura nisi per acceden- 
tem traditionem a Divina Revelatione vel immediate vel mediate arcessendam.” “... 
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Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen basically agreed that human 
reason is able to conclude that God created the world, but Driessen 
in 1734 expressed pessimism about the chance that a human would 
acknowledge God as the Creator of the world ex nihilo if he was not 
previously somehow informed by revelation. The view that creation 
can be known rationally is traditional and can easily be connected 
with the notion of God as First Cause and the causal proofs for God's 
existence. One would expect, therefore, that creation from nothing was 
taught by early modern philosophy at least insofar as it maintained the 
causal proofs. In his Meditationes de prima philosophia Descartes did not 
offer a cosmological kind of causal proof for God's existence. Etienne 
Gilson in his Index scolastico-cartésien refers to two Cartesian texts as 
supporting the doctrine of creation from nothing: the first is a passage 
in the third Meditation where Descartes is talking about himself having 
emerged “ex nihilo.” The other text is in the early Cogitationes privatae, 
where Descartes mentions “things from nothing (res ex nihilo)? among 
the “wonderful things (mirabilia? made by God.” 

In early seventeenth-century Dutch polemics the French philosopher 
only rarely seems to have been criticised on the issue of creation. Yet 
this is what happened in a 1656 Voetian pamphlet by Suetonius Tran- 
quillus, where a Cartesian statement from the Principia philosophiae (I, 
$49) gave rise to it.” Descartes argued here that the proposition that 
nothing comes from nothing 1s an eternal truth, of similar validity as 
the principle of non-contradiction." In this discussion with "Irenaeus 
Philalethtus”— Abraham Heidanus—the Voetian Suetonius briefly 


posse quid in scrinio conscientiae contineri, et tamen non accedente Divina Traditione, 
inde non depromi.” 

> E. Gilson, Index scolastico-cartésien, ond ed., Paris 1979, 61: Meditationes, AT VII, 
48,14, and Cogitationes, AT X, 218,19-20. See also Descartes to Hyperaspistes [August 
1641], AT IH, 421-435, here 429,10-14: “Nec dubium est, si Deus cessaret a suo 
concursu, quin statim omnia quae creavit in nihilum essent abitura, quia, antequam 
creata essent et Ipsis concursum suum praeberet, nihil erant." 

26 Suetonius Tranquillus, Nader openinge van eenige stucken in de Cartesiaensche philosophie 
raeckende de H. Theologie, Leiden 1656, 6 [on the authorship of these pamphlets by Sue- 
tonius Tranquillus see above, introduction].— The list of critical questions on Cartesian 
philosophy that Voetius included in the preface of the first volume of his SDTh (I, [14] 
[16]; c£ Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 54-55) mentions the following two questions 
concerning creation: “An terra motu diurno et annuo moveatur, coelum vero aut sol 
quiescat? An bruta anima vivente, aut sensitiva sint praedita?" Concerning the world it 
is asked “An mundus sit infinitus, an vero indefinitus, an utrumque? An potuerit esse ab 
aeterno?" ([16]). 

?7 Descartes, Principia philosophiae, 1, $49 (AT VIIL-1, 23,25-30). 
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came back to it again.” At this point he also states that Descartes’s 
concept of matter does not really fit in well with the creation of the 
world in time and from nothing. Elsewhere in the pamphlet Suetonius 
had cited Principia philosophiae Il, $21, and argued that the argument 
that Descartes used with respect to space outside a finite world also 
has implications for space before creation. If Descartes suggests that 
an imagined extension outside the supposed limits of a finite world 
is real extension, a similar argument can be construed with respect 
to concelved void space before creation. Suetonius means to say that 
Descartes’s argument could also serve “as a proof of the eternity of 
the matter of the world”? Suetonius also wonders whether Descartes, 
when he occasionally mentions creation, means creation from nothing 
or rather intends that things are produced “in a wonderful manner.” 
This seems to have been a rare criticism at this stage of the disputes on 
Cartesian philosophy. Yet a few years earlier, in 1650, Jacobus Revius 
had declared that passages in Descartes's Principia philosophiae (L, 8849 


28 Suetonius Tranquillus, Den overtuyghden cartesiaen ofte claere aenwysinge uyt de Bedenckin- 
gen van Irenaeus Philalethius, dat de stellingen en allegatien in de Nader openinge tot laste der Carte- 
stanen, in saecken de Theologie raeckende, nae waerheyt en ler goeder trouwe zijn by een gebracht, 
Leiden 1656, 25: the Cartesian claim implies *... dat dan de Werelt niet en kan uyt 
niet gheschapen zijn/ "t welck strijdt tegen de H. Schrifture, Hebr. rr. vs. 3, en onse 
Confessie, Art. 12.” Thereafter, in Verdedichde oprechticheyt van Suetonius Tranquillus, gestelt 
tegen de overtuyghde quaetwilligheyt van Irenaeus. Philalethius, Leiden 1656, 43-44. Irenaeus 
Philalethius plays down the issue in Overtuigde quaetwilligheidt, 48: the axiom concerns 
just “...een gemeenen en nootsakelijken Regel ..., in de Physica, die men van de kraghten 
der natuur verstaat, van de welke alüjdt waar geweest is, en waar blijft, dat uit niet, 
niet wordt, soo dat de schepping der Wereldt maar toe-gestaan, en Godt voor Autheur 
van alles erkent zijnde, gelijk Des Cartes doedt, dese stellingh niet qualijk geduyt kan 
worden." 

29 Suetonius Tranquillus, Verdedichde oprechticheyt, 44 and 31 (referring to AT VII- 
1, 52): “hy argumenteert aldaer op dese wijse/ Indien de werelt eynden hadde van 
hare grootte/ ofte uytstreckinge/ soo souden wy altijdt buyten die eenige spatien 
onbepaeldelijck uytgestreckt/ niet alleen ons inbeelden/ maer oock kennen inbeelde- 
lyck/ dat is/ datelijck te zijn. Wy sullen oock soo reden-kavelen: indien de werelt in 
der tijt uyt enckel niet gemaeckt was/ dan souden wy voor die tijt eenige ledige spatien 
onbepaeldelijck uyt-gestreckt/ niet alleen ons inbeelden/ maer oock kennen inbeelde- 
lyck/ dat is/ datelijck te zijn. Het laetste nu houdt Des cartes … voor ongerijmt. … 
Voorwaer hier is stoffe voor de Cartesianen om te mediteren; de vraech is / of se 
met een goet gemoet sullen konnen seggen en aenwijsen/ dat haer 's meesters reden- 
kavelinge niet alsoo krachtich aenghevoert kan werden/ tot bewijs van de eeuwicheyt 
van 's werelts stoffe/ als tot bewijs van desselfs onbepaelde uytstreckinge.” 

30 Suetonius "Tranquillus, Verdedichde oprechticheyt, 44: “Wy en loochenen niet dat Des 
cartes hier en daar de Scheppinge toestemt/ welck woort/ op sijn engst genomen/ 
beteeckent een maeckinge der dingen uyt niet: maer wy twijffelen seer/ of hy ’t niet 
wat ruymer neemt/ voor yet op een wonderbare wijse voort-brengen." 
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and 75) made it impossible to think that matter has been created from 
nothing (ex nilo). Revius is able to draw this conclusion because of 
Descartes’s acceptance of the old philosophical principle that “nothing 
comes from nothing"? but, like the Voetian Suetonius, he too was led 
in this direction by Descartes's view of space defined by matter.” 

Two decades after Suetonius’s pamphlets, in Van Mastricht’s 1677 
Novitatum cartesianarum gangraena, the issue of creation from nothing does 
not figure among the issues discussed in the chapter on creation. Here 
one of the questions the Utrecht theologian raises is whether “the dis- 
tance between something and nothing" is infinite or not. This question 
refers to the view of his colleague Christopher Wittichius, who con- 
sidered an affirmative answer to that question as a weak reason for 
saying that creation presupposes “infinite power.”* This discussion as 
such, however, makes sense only in the very context of creation from 
nothing. In this context Van Mastricht does not indicate that Carte- 
sian theology might question the doctrine of creation from nothing. Yet 
the point regarding matter and space, raised by Revius and the Voe- 
tian author hiding behind the pseudonym of Suetonius Tranquillus, is 
not entirely absent in Van Mastricht. In the chapter “On the soul, the 
infinity and the unity of the world" he states that if “space, the limits 
of which we cannot conceive, is a body" one implication is that “the 


3! See J. Revius, Statera philosophiae cartesianae, 61-62: “Atque hic opportunus quae- 
rendi locus est, Cartesi, an spatium illud, et materiam eo contentam, creata esse serio 
credas? De spatio nusquam id doces, de materia aliquid hic submurmuras, sed per SI, 
quod nihil ponit in re. Ego vero demonstrabo, te nihil tale credere. Nam Princip., 
p. 8 $ xxxix, Propositionem hanc Fieri non posse ut ex nihilo aliquid fiat, vocas 
Veritatem aeternam, quae (inquis) in mente nostra sedem habet, vocaturque communis notio, sive 
axioma. Cujus generis sunt: Impossibile est idem simul esse et non esse, quod factum est 
infectum esse nequit, etc. ita et p. 32, § lxxv ais, praeter notiones Dei et mentis nostrae, 
esse etiam in nobis notitiam multarum propositionum, AEternae veritatis, ut, quod Ex nihilo 
nihil fiat, etc. Exempla similium axiomatum quae priori loco adhibes, earum rerum 
sunt quae ne per divinam quidem potentiam fieri possunt, ita ut nulla sit exceptionis 
latebra. Credis ergo productionem materiae ex nihilo (nullo autem alio modo ea fieri 
potest) ac proinde creationem proprie dictam simpliciter impossibilem, ac proinde falsam 
esse, quicquid tandem hinc inde de fide, et revelatione cui adhaerendum sit, etc. 
intermisceas, id enim dicis tantum causa fieri omnes judicabunt, qui sciunt fidem 
nobis nihil credendum praescribere quod impossibile, quod contradictorium, quod in 
veritatem aeternam sit injurium"; see also Statera, 130. 

32 For a critical passage on the principle, see Driessen, Sapientia hujus mundi, 112-113. 

33 Revius, Statera, 60-61, referred to, among other texts, Principia philosophiae, II, $21— 
22 (AT, VIII-1, 52). 

5* Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 350-355, discussing Chr. Wittichius, Theologia pacifica, 
196-197. 
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world has been from eternity and therefore could not be created from 
nothing." Van Mastricht reminds his readers of the fact that he made 
a similar point against Wittichtus in his 1655 Vindiciae veritatis.? Yet at 
this point the issue did not become for Van Mastricht the major topic 
that it could have been, had he known more of Spinoza's philosophy— 
which 1s nevertheless announced, as it were, in this chapter when Van 
Mastricht criticises the Cartesian assumption of an infinite world for its 
implication that “the world is God.”* As a few other theological oppo- 
nents of Cartesianism confirm, creation from nothing does not seem 
to have been an important issue in the debate on Cartesianism in the 
1670s.? 

About half a century later, in his work Lumen et doctrina conscientia, 
Anthonius Driessen made clear that in his own theology a Cartesian 
view of matter and space could not be an impediment for adhering 
to creation from nothing. That is to say, in contrast to Cartesianism 
Driessen held “that this world is finite (Mundum hunc esse finitum)" and 
emphatically rejected the view “that every space is a body" *? Hence, 
for him the problem identified in Descartes by Revius, Van Mastricht 
and the Voetian Suetonius could not arise. In 1734, when publications 
of Spinoza, Leibniz and Wolff had appeared, Driessen's critique. of 
Descartes also concerns creation from nothing. He notes that Descartes 
never developed a demonstration for it. The philosopher assumed that 
both thinking and extended things owe their existence to God. Yet 
what Driessen views as lacking is a well-articulated attempt to prove 
that created things are true substances distinct from their Creator— 
not “a modification of the Divine essence"— and that this produc- 


35 Gangraena, 374: “Si enim mundus indefinitus sit et possit esse quantitate infinitus, eo 
quod spacium cujus fines non possimus concipere, sit corpus, tum primo statuendum erit 
Mundum fuisse ab aeterno, adeoque ex nihilo creari non potuisse"; Descartes, Principia 
philosophiae II, $21 is cited on 372. Van Maastricht also cites, in a paraphrase, a point 
made in his Vindiciae veritatis, 161-162; Gangraena, 375-375, here 375: “... Illud igitur 
spacium, si corpus sit, tum necessario ad mundum spectabit, adeoque mundus necessario 
fuerit ab aeterno, atque adeo creari non potuerit." 

36 Gangraena, 377. 

37 Cf. L. Ryssenius, Oude rechtsinnige waerheyt, Middelburg [1674]; M. Leydekker, Fax 
veritatis, seu exercitationes ad nonnullas controversias quae hodie in Belgio potissimum moventur, 
Leiden 1677, cf. 276. 

38 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 279, and 280: “Sed ego omnino nego, omne 
spatium esse corpus, et vel extensione, reale aliquid, sed penetrabile. Pono inter Mun- 
dos vere distinctos merum esse nihilum, et merum nihilum, quod est inter corpora, hoc 
respectu esse aliquod inter, et, quatenus corpora finem habent, esse aliquod extra in quo 
alia corpora poni possunt." 
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tion from nothing is not something contradictory, but that its possibil- 
ity is included in the very notion of infinite power"? Driessen prob- 
ably came to this critical observation by having in mind Spinoza's 
monistic view of substance. Driessen not only observed that an argu- 
ment in favour of creatio ex nihilo is lacking, but also indicated that 
several Cartesian hypotheses provide obstacles for creation from noth- 
ing. Thus, Descartes assumed an (immutably) infinite extension of the 
world. Driessen regards this as incompatible with creation from noth- 
ing, because material and mental substances created from nothing 
are really “distinct from the Infinite, and thus finite (distinctum … ab 
Infinito, sicque finitum). In this context Driessen refers to various texts 
of Descartes. In passing, he observes a similar transfer of the Divine 
attribute of infinity to a created thing also in Isaac Newton's the- 
ory of “infinite space" and in Raphson's view that the perfections of 
extension—including infinity and eternity—should be ascribed also to 
their Divine Cause." 

Another consideration leading Driessen to assume that Descartes’s 
other assumptions do not fit together with a creatio ex nihilo is the 
philosopher's hypothesis of how the world might have come into being. 
Driessen knows that Descartes does not claim that his hypothesis repre- 
sents reality but professes to believe the biblical account of the world's 
genesis. But Driessen refuses to be distracted by this profession, and 
wishes to look at the more fundamental Cartesian tenets. Such a more 
fundamental question 1s whether Descartes assumes that God acts free- 
ly or rather out of necessity. The latter would be the case if Descartes 


39 Sapientia hujus mundi, 41, cf. 43: Descartes nowhere “ex instituto et solidis rationi- 
bus" attempted to prove that God is “rerum omnium finitarum Creatorem ex nihilo 
» 


10 Sapientia hujus mundi, 44-47, here 44; cf. 46: “Mundus igitur si est infinitus, Deus 
illum non creavit, vel creare non potuit ex nihilo per ea quae supra diximus, et si ponis 
ex nihilo creasse infinitum et hoc non pugnare, Deus postquam creavit, amplius creare 
non potest, Infinito enim nihil addi potest. Qui autem jam creare non potest, nunquam 
creare potuit." 

^! Sapientia hujus mundi, 45-46, referring to: Descartes's Principia philosophiae, I, 8 10-11 
and $16; letter of Henry More to Descartes (5 March 1649), AT V, 298-317; Descartes's 
response to this letter of More (15 April 1649), AT V, 340-348; letter of Descartes to 
Chanut (6 June 1647), AT V, 50-58; furthermore, 46, to Newton's “Optices Libro II, pte 
IV, quaest. XX, pag. 314" and “pag. seq. 315," and, 46-47, to Raphson, “Cap. V, prop. 
III, ac. IX, et ejus coroll. atq. prop XIII, et in Scholio prop. XIII." On Raphson, see 
DJ. Thomas/J.M. Smith, ‘Joseph Raphson, ER.S.,' Notes and Records of the Royal Society 
of London 44 (1990) 151-167 (available via JSTOR; reference due to W. van Bunge and 
R. Vermij). 
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regards “these natural laws, in accordance with which this world is 
formed" as "necessary inferring them from God's essence itself or 
[from His] perfections, or from the immutability of God ...”'? Driessen 
thinks this 1s indeed the case. Descartes assumes natural laws that are 
prior, at least in nature, to a creation taking place in accordance with 
these laws, and Driessen holds that such an assumption is contrary 
to a free creation from nothing.? Driessen's conclusion is that Carte- 
sianism “ignores the true God, the Creator of heaven and earth" and 
that Descartes, “not having known, not having demonstrated God the 
Creator," inevitably was led to “ungodly hypotheses.”* This conclusion 
of Driessen 1s striking for its omission of any reference to the famous 
Cartesian doctrine of the creation of eternal truths. It is true that in 
Descartes's hypothesis the world might have come into being as a result 
of a certain amount of matter and motion, and this 1s not compati- 
ble with the description of creation in Genesis. Yet this does not mean 
that in Descartes's view the laws of nature just flow—necessarily— 
from God's nature. Descartes claims in various texts that truths are 
freely established by God. Driessen’s reading of Descartes has prob- 
ably been influenced by subsequent philosophical developments, espe- 
cially Spinozistic philosophy. Driessen seems to criticise Descartes on 
the assumption that the latter has a conception of natural law that 
is rather Spinozistic.^ Still, Driessen's interpretation can be defended 
by pointing out that in Descartes's hypothesis on the origin of the 
world God's freedom is indeed limited, because the condition of the 
present world 1s supposed to follow from natural laws, and Descartes 
states that these laws of nature are maintained by God's immutability.” 
Driessen was not alone in making this point. Melchior Leydekker, a 
colleague of Van Mastricht, had noted a few decades earlier, in 1695, 
that Descartes's insistence on Divine immutability and natural laws led 
to the assumption that “the divine operations in the universe are fated" 


42 Sapientia hujus mundi, 47—48. 

^3 Sapientia hujus mundi, 50. 

^* Sapientia hujus mundi, 65. 

45 See the scheme of Cartesian texts in J.-L. Marion, Sur la théologie blanche de Descartes. 
Analogie, création des vérités éternelles et fondement, ond edition, Paris 1991, 270-271. 

^6 Cf e.g. Spinoza, Tractatus theologico-politicus, trans. Shirley 71 (ch. 1), 89-90 (ch. 3), 
108—109 (ch. 4), 125, 126, 127, 128, 131—132 (ch. 6), 209 (ch. 12); Ethica, I, trans. Van 
Suchtelen 33-37 (prop. 16-17), 44-45 (prop. 29), 47-51 (prop. 33), 51 (prop. 35). 

" Cf. on the latter issue: W. Pannenberg, ‘Gott und die Natur. Zur Geschichte 
der Auseinandersetzungen zwischen Theologie und Naturwissenschaft,’ Theologie und 
Philosophie 58 (1983), 481—500, here 485-486; idem, Theologie und Philosophie, 150-152. 


96 CHAPTER TWO 


and that the world can only be such as it actually is. Unlike Driessen, 
however, Leydekker in addition noted a contrast between Descartes's 
insistence on Divine immutability in this context and his radical view of 
Divine freedom in another.” 

In the second half of the seventeenth century several radical follow- 
ers of Descartes rejected the doctrine of creation. Lodewijk Meyer in 
his Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres focused on the interpretation of the 
Bible, but he asserted in passing the impossibility of creation from noth- 
ing.” Spinoza clearly rejected the doctrine of creation altogether. In his 
Ethics he claimed, for instance, that the notion of a substance that 1s 
created was tantamount to attributing truth to falsehood.?! 

Van Mastricht, in all likelihood, did not see Spinoza's Ethics before he 
completed his Novitatum cartestanarum gangraena from 1677. In this book 
his discussion with Spinoza 1s confined to the relationship between 
Scripture and human reason, theology and philosophy. But in the 


48 Leydekker, Dissertationis theologicae de origine mundi Mosaica, pars undecima, [11 Decem- 
ber 1695; Th. Somer], Utrecht 1695, thes. 137: “Nec abest hic dolus ex praetextu 
pietatis, qua totum Physicae novae systema nitatur. Scilicet ipse Deus immutabilis 
et simplicissimus inservire debet Mechanico Systemati, in quo concipiuntur omnia 
fatali necessitate fieri per motus leges, quae adeo fatales sunt, ut se aliter habere non 
potuerint! Utique divina haec attributa omnem conceptum providentiae antecedunt, 
atque adeo sine providentiae artificio Philosophus potuit ex Chao mundum facere, 
conscius Legum fatalium. Imo pone modo cum materia motum absque Deo esse aeter- 
num, et necessum erat mundum hunc ex istis principiis oriri, quum ipse Deus cum 
decrevit modo mundum cum motu condere, statim concepit Eum absque sua sapientia 
inde oriturum, nec se aliter motum producere posse, quam jam produxit, nisi laboret 
perfectissima suae divinitatis uti simplicissima et immutabilis est natura. Adeo fatales 
sunt divinae operationes in universo! ...," thes. 138: *... Hoc agitur ut si vel Deus sit, 
sive non sit, demonstrari queat ab artifice Philosopho, qui hoc mundi Systema orig- 
inem habere potuerit, ac tantum non debuerit! Hoc agitur ut omnia necessario fiant et 
ferantur juxta fatales motus Leges, quas ne quidem Deus aliter figat aut instituat!" 

?9 Leydekker, De origine Mosaica, thes. 136: “... Maxime cum attributa simplicitas 
et immutabilitas fundent motus regulas, ex quibus deductum hoc mundi systema sit. 
Sic enim vult Cartesius part. II Princip. $ xxxvi, xxxix. Quamquam id oppido mirum 
est Philosophum (ut ideis suis immediata Dei manu in mente pingendis, ceu decreti 
liberi indiciis, consuleret) omnia in liberam Dei voluntatem, qua rerum naturae, et 
quaecunque veritates sunt decretae, refundere, sic quidem, ut potuerit condere montem 
sine valle, et lineas a centro ad peripheriam tendentes non aequales, Epist. T. i, p. 196, 
351, 359, 372, part. i, p. 21, 341, at quando de primis Physicae Principiis ac motus legibus 
agit, ante decretum, ad Dei immutabilitatem et simplicitatem assurgere." 

50 J. Lagréc/P-F. Moreau (eds.), Philosophie interprète, 141-142; L. Meijer, Philosophia 
S. Scripturae interpres, 59 (ch. VIII, 82). 

5! Spinoza, Ethica, I, prop. 8, schol. 2 (trans. Van Suchtelen, 20-21; trans. Krop, 64, 
67). According to Th. Verbeek Ethica Iis a critique of creation; De wil van God.’ Over een 
centraal thema in Spinoza’s filosofie, Delft 2000, 6. 
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later edition of his Theoretico-practica theologia Van Mastricht mentions 
Spinoza's rejection of creation. Here creation from nothing is defended 
against a number of old and new philosophers, among whom Spinoza 
is mentioned—together with Plinius—as advocating the view "that 
God is the world.” Referring to Scripture and nature Van Mastricht 
repeats the point he made a few sections earlier ($4, see footnote 16 
above): as is known from nature and the Bible, God's absolute aseity 
implies that other things are made by Him. Accordingly, like Voetius 
had done earlier, Van Mastricht limits the validity of the postulate 
"nothing comes from nothing" to the field of nature, where it 1s true 
if the latter “nothing” is understood as “matter.” 

In Driessen’s discussions with various forms of early modern thought 
creation was a far more important issue than it was for Van Mas- 
tricht. For the Groningen theologian, creation was a decisive criterion 
for true doctrine: *... I have learnt that in philosophical matters there 
are only two really distinct systems: one which includes God, the Cre- 
ator of all things from nothing, and thus presents the true God; the 
other which does not include Him and thus, in one way or another, 
falls down into atheism."? During most of his career Driessen has been 
very alert in defending creation from nothing (ex nihilo). This defence 
was especially directed against Spinozism, but also against Leibnizian- 
Wolffian philosophy. Driessen stated that although the Bible does not 
include the expression of creation ‘ex nihilo’ literally, it includes the con- 
cept by making clear that God is a “transitive Cause, truly distinct from 
all creatures." This is implied in biblical texts such as Rom. 4:17 and 
Hebr. 11:3. Driessen’s emphasis on God as ‘transitive Cause’ is clearly 
opposed to Spinoza’s claim to the contrary in Ethica I, proposition 18, 
where he describes God as “the immanent, but not transitive, cause 
of all things.” Driessen’s stance was, of course, not unusual: his for- 
mer teachers Ruardus Andala and Salomon van Til had already con- 
cluded that the profession that God created the universe requires the 


52 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 315b (I, 5, $19). 

3 Driessen, Sapientia hujus mundi, 66: “Atque didici in Philosophicis duo tantum 
dari Systemata realiter distincta, alterum quod continet Deum Creatorem omnium ex 
nihilo, quodque sic verum Deum exhibet: alterum quod illum non continet, sicque vel 
hoc vel illo modo ad atheismum abit”; cf. 1. See also the distinction between two forms 
of natural theology in Driessen, Typus concinnandi theologiam historico-dogmaticam et subsidia, 
Groningen 1745, 9. 

54 Responsionum Wittichianarum refutatio, dissertation’ nuper emissae adnectenda. Praemittitur 
alloquium ad ipsum Cl. Wittichium, Groningen 1718, 39. 

55 Spinoza, Ethica, prop. 18 (trans. Krop, 90-91; trans. Van Suchtelen, 37). 
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rejection of this Spinozist claim.” In contrast to an immanent cause, a 
transitive cause produces something that is distinct from itself?" On this 
understanding of creation as a transitive act, “... both our minds and 
extended things are by God, the First Cause, from whom they are truly 
distinct.” 

Spinoza’s philosophy includes another tenet that brings complica- 
tions to the traditional Christian doctrine of creation and that was 
taken up by Reformed philosopher Jacob Wittich. In a disputation 
from 1711 ‘On the nature of God’ he sought to respect the princi- 
ple that Spinoza laid down in the third proposition of Ethica I: “Of 
things that have nothing in common, one cannot be the cause of the 
other.” This was one of the points on which Driessen attacked Wit- 
tich, when the latter was nominated in 1717 for a Groningen profes- 
sorship in philosophy. The controversy that thus began soon assumed 
proportions that exceeded those of a local dispute.? Primarily it con- 
cerned the nature of God, but creation was also involved. According 
to Driessen, Spinoza's proposition—the Spinosismi Basis— was absolutely 


56 Cf. R. Andala, Compendium theologiae naturalis, in: idem, Syntagma theologico physico- 


metaphysicum, Franeker 1711, 135: "Adeoque mundus, a Deo diversissimus, minime factus 
est per emanationem et effluxum ex Essentia Dei Perfectissima. Quam plane evertit 
Spinosa, Deum statuens causam omnium rerum immanentem, et veram Creationem negans." 
S. van Til, Theologiae utriusque compendium, cum naturalis tum revelatae, Leiden 1704, 82— 
83: “Hanc rerum particularium in hoc universo productionem vocamus actionem Det 
transeuntem contra philosophemata Ben. de Spinoza, qui eam quidem verbis agnoscit, re 
ipsa tamen tollit et abnegat, dum ex ea facit actionem Deo immanentem, nihilque agnoscit 
praeter unius ejusdem substantiae aeternae modificationem, qua res singulares a se 
mutuo, sed modaliter tantum differunt." 

57 Driessen, Sapientia hujus mundi, 131-132 (cf. 126: “actus illius [i.e. Dei] transeuntis 
effectum necessario initium infert ...”); Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 237. 

58 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 237, see also 239. 

59 J. Wittich, Wijsgerige verhandeling van de natuure Gods welke Jacob Wittich … in den 
Jare MDCCXI te Duisberg uytgegeven en verdedigt heeft. Synde deselve Nu door den Aucteur in 
het Nederduyts vertaalt, met aanmerkingen, tot oplossing van des Heeren Driessens beschuldigingen, 
verrijkt, en voorsien met een voorreden en byvoegsel, waar in, tot een proevje, eenige stukken worden 
bygebracht, tot ontdekking van des Heren Driessens lasterlijke wijse in het behandelen van Goddelijke 
saken, Leiden 1719, 20-28, 49, 50-53. Spinoza, Ethica, I, prop. 3 (trans. Krop, 60-61; 
trans. Van Suchtelen, 17). On the principle, cf. M. Gueroult, Spinoza, I, Dieu (Ethique, I), 
Hildesheim 1968, 115-116. 

60 See Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 440—441 (for the broader context, see 436—443); 
C.L. Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands Cartesianisme, 495-496; Sassen, Geschiedenis van de wijs- 
begeerte in Nederland, 227-228. On Wittich’s tract, cf. P. Swagerman, Ratio en revelatio, 
60-62, 121-127. For what follows on Driessen's criticism of Wittich, see my ‘Anthonius 
Driessen contra Jacob Wittich: Over God, de schepping en causaliteit’ in: G. Coppens 
(ed.), Spinoza en de scholastiek, Leuven/ Leusden 2003, 53-68. 
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incompatible with “God's omnipotence,” “the article on God the Cre- 
ator of heaven and earth," the *moral dependence of the rational crea- 
ture from God,” in short, it leads to a disruption of “all foundations 
of religion and civil society”! The gravity of Driessen’s criticism is not 
surprising, because Spinoza's principle suggests that the Cause of mate- 
rial things should be material Himself also: Spinoza himself did not 
refrain from considering extension an attribute of God.? Or, God being 
a Spirit (John 4:24), He could, in the Spinozistic perspective, cause spir- 
itual things only, at least as long as spiritual things are considered to be 
totally different from material things—and Driessen basically accepts 
Cartesian dualism. Driessen correctly noted that the Spinozistic prin- 
ciple denies God the power to create things that are totally different 
from His own essence. It rather requires that there is a "formal" sim- 
ilarity between cause and effects. In Spinozism, as Wittich also under- 
stood it, it is not enough to say that God has “in an eminent way" that 
which characterises matter (eminent possession meaning in Driessen's 
view that God is the Cause of matter).? A defence of God as free Cre- 
ator of everything from nothing requires that the principle laid down 
in Spinoza’s Ethica I, proposition 3, is refuted as invalid. Two aspects 
of Driessen's argument deserve to be mentioned here. One is a refer- 
ence to God's omnipotence. Spinoza's view that causes need to have 
something in common with their effects, and Wittich's acceptance of 
this principle, are incompatible with God's omnipotence.® If God, as a 


9! Driessen, Alloguium ad ecclesiam Belgicam, Groningen 1718, 13: “Si axioma illud 
Spinosae, Spinosismi Basis, indubitata sit veritas ... ruit Dei omnipotentia, ruit Arti- 
culus de Deo Creatore Coeli et terrae, ruit Creaturae Rationalis a Deo dependentia 
moralis, ruunt Relligionis atque Societatis Civilis fundamenta omnia"; Aanspraak ... aan 
de Kerk van Nederlant, n.p., n.d., 14-15. 

62 Responsionum Wittichianarum refutatio, 18. Cf. Spinoza, Ethica, I, prop. 14-15 (trans. 
Krop, 76-85; trans. Van Suchtelen, 27-33). 

53 Cf. Responsionum Wittichianarum refutatio, Groningen 1718, 12-13. Wittich considered 
the theory of God's eminent possession of “the properties of bodies" insufficient; Van de 
natuure Gods, 22—25 ($13). 

9* On what follows, see section 4 of my ‘Driessen contra Wittich.’ 

65 Cf. Driessen, Tegen-berigt, 4: ^... het Dispuut van Wittichius de Natura Dei, in °t 
welk ik vermeine dat gevaarlyke gronden en redeneringen zyn, de almagt, eenheid, 
en geestelykheid van "t Goddelyk Wezen ondermynende ..."; Responsionum Wittichia- 
narum refutatio, [v]-[vi], 3: “Contra potentiam illam Dei aperto insurrexit axiomata suo 
Spinosistico $ xiv, quare non potuit non rejicere terminum illum eminenter non modo, 
sed rem ipsam, nempe Deum habere potentiam producendi Materiam," 12, 38; Disser- 
tatio, 9-15; Responsio ad vindicationem Gr. V., 9: *... illud unum inter Orthodoxos atque 
spinosam [sic] quaeritur, quod fundamentum sit rerum omnium a Deo productionis? 
dicunt Orthodoxi Dei omnipotentiam, qua rem, quae non est, sistere potuit, negantque 
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Spirit, was unable to cause the existence of material things, it is unclear 
how He could be omnipotent. Moreover, Driessen denies the general 
truth of Spinoza's principle also with respect to secondary causes. In 
fact, he thinks its applicability is very limited, as it is confined to causes 
from which the effects emanate.® A decade later, the tenet of Spinoza’s 
Ethica I, proposition 3, was still mentioned and rejected by Driessen in 
his 1729 account of biblical theology." 

Later i» Driessen's disputes with Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy, 
creation from nothing also appears as a point of difference between 
orthodox Christianity and Leibnizian-Wolffian thinkers.? In 1734 the 


illud impium axioma, quia nihil commune est inter infinitum spiritum et materiam, 
hinc causa effectui id dare potest quod ipsa non habet, hoc est sensu spinosistico, for- 
maliter,” 13; Beter brigt, 18-19: “Maar ik zal Wittichius in goeden ernst vragen, wanneer 
hy vraagt, of die kragt, en magt om de lichamen voort te brengen in God ook iets 
onderscheiden zy van zyn geestelyk wezen, wat dat wille zeggen? Dat zulk ene magt 
om lichamen voort te brengen, zoze niet iets lichaamlyks is, gene plaats konne grypen? 
Zo ja, geeft hy het stuk aan Spinosa over: zo hy het tegendeel gelooft, dat die magt, 
of [z]e schoon geheel iets geestelyks is, evenwel lichamen konne voortbrengen, zonder 
't welk te geloven, hy een Spinosist zyn moet, waarom neemd hy die oplossing niet 
aan? Waarom beweerd hy die magt niet tegen Spinosa, 't geen immers ’t enige stuk 
is daar 't op aan komt? Waar heeft hy nu ergens in zyn gansch Dispuut getoond, dat 
zulk ene Almagt noodzaaklyk gehore tot de natuur van een allervolmaakst wezen?” 21: 
“De magt om iets uit niet hervoort te brengen voorondersteld noodzaaklyk enen geest, 
wiens verstand alwetend, wiens wil allervolmaakst, is, gehorende het tot de natuur van 
enen allervolmaaksten wil, de zaken die hy wil, uit niet te konnen voortbrengen, en dan 
is het even mogelyk of geestelyke of lichaamlyke dingen uit niet hervoort te brengen, 
wylze, eerze voortgebragt zyn, beide niets zyn, een stuk het welk ik in myne Latyn- 
sche Dissertatie uitvoerig opgehelderd, en aangedrongen heb,” 47-49; see also Driessen, 
Delineatio, 11. 

66 Driessen, Responsio ad Jacobi Wittichii Alloquium, 9-10, “... et de causa prima, et de 
causis secundis effatum hoc esse falsissimum, et tantum verum de causis, quae effectum 
sistunt per emanationem" (referring to the argumentation in his Dissertatio, see there 
20-21). Cf. later the Voetian theologian B. de Moor, Commentarius perpetuus in Johannis 
Marchi compendium didactico-elencticum, II, Leiden 1763, 160. 

97 Lumen et doctrina Scripturae S., 32: "Atque haec doctrina amice conspirat cum Ratio- 
nis Dictatis, quae Deo talem Potentiam adserit, qua res, etiam a Dei natura tota sua 
natura diversissimas, producat, falsissimumque esse docet illud Spinosae deouayov: res 
quae nihil inter se commune habent una alterius causa esse nequit." 

98 Sapientia hujus mundi, 88: “... nos in Leibnizianis non censere, qui ex certis principiis, 
et ex animo tenent veritates sequentes: Deum totius Universi ex nihilo Conditorem 
esse substantiam a toto Universo distinctissimam: Mentem nostram esse substantiam 
singularem a Deo immediate creatam: $i dantur rerum materialium elementa quae 
Monades sint vel simplicia, monades has non esse Spiritus vel quid ab anima rationali 
non natura sed gradibus qualitatum distans. Dari veri nominis actionem transeuntem: 
Creationem esse talem actionem transeuntem, per quam totum universum ex nihilo 
productum est; ipsa etiam simplicia qualiacunque dentur, initum habeant ex nihilo 
producta ...”; see also the preface, [iii]. C£ my ‘Driessens theologische kritiek.” 
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focus of this emphatic defence of the Christian doctrine of creation 
from nothing is on the substantial distinction between the whole uni- 
verse and God the Creator. Hence, Driessen's stress on creation as a 
transitive act and on the fact that simple things, 1f there are such things, 
have a beginning from nothing. It can perhaps be argued that Driessen 
is reading Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy against the background of 
Spinoza. But in 1734 Driessen also offers critical notes on Cabbalis- 
tic philosophy in which the distinction between God and the world 
is obscured.? Creation is not maintained in Cabbalistic philosophy, as 
Driessen knows from a reconstruction by Henry More.” Cabbalistic 
philosophy holds “that God and the universe are one and the same, 
that the Divine essence is something modified, and modified by natural 


» cc 


necessity or emanation ...," *... that matter—that 1s, composition— 
indeed has a beginning and end ..., but the simple things themselves 
have no beginning and no end ...," and other views that are compa- 
rable to Spinozism but not consonant with contingent creation from 
nothing.” Driessen himself insisted, from early in his career, on the sub- 
stantial distinction between God and created things, and thus on cre- 
ation by transitive efficient causality as opposed to emanation.” ‘Traces 
of the emanation view and its lack of a proper distinction between 
God and the universe were not entirely absent, Driessen thought, in 


69 See for instance Sapientia hujus mundi, 76-77, citing Henry More. 

70 Sapientia hujus mundi, 83. 

7! Sapientia hujus mundi, 86-87: *Omnis haec Phylosophia [sic] vero Systemati de 
Deo Creatore Scripturario opposita propterea gravissime in Scriptura damnata infert 
Deum et universum unum idemque esse, essentiam divinam esse quid modificatum, et 
naturali necessitate vel emanatione modificatum, et distinctas illas monadas seu con- 
tractas et dormientes seu evigilantes pro vario gradu, quam libet suo, monada esse 
universi repraesentativam pro situ sicque relative non absolute esse repraesentativam; 
Deum i.e. omnium monadum complexum, totius universi repraesentativum absolutum 
vel perfectum esse, omnium repraesentationum obscurissimarum, obscuriorum, obscu- 
rarum, clararum et distinctarum, clariorum et distinctorum, in clarissimam et perfec- 
tissimam repraesentationem exeuntium. Pariter liquidum est per hanc Philosophiam 
materiem equidem i.e. compositionem oriri et desinere h.e. compositionem qua com- 
positionem prout monades vel stertunt vel evigilant, sed ipsa simplicia neque oriri, 
neque desinere, quicquid enim est a se est, et essentia Divina est praeter quam nihil 
est, omnis monadum distinctio est a modificatione Divinae essentiae, per naturalem 
emanationem." 

7? See already in his 1719 Delineatio, 8: “Et quidem ex nihilo producere, cum non sunt 
[i.e. res extensas], facere ut transeant a non esse ad esse. Sic ut non oriantur ex Deo 
per modum fluxus vel emanationis, sic enim efficientiam de Deo negarem et statuerem 
illum ex parte esse rem brutam, non producere quidquam, sed partes aliquas ab illo 
separari, quod an non potius est pati quam agere?" Cf. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 237 


and 237 [7 239]. 
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the work of his Groningen colleague Nicolaus Engelhard, whom he still 
considered an orthodox Christian.” It is not necessary at this point to 
specify the issues on which Driessen saw particular problems related 
to emanation. Yet two brief illustrations may be given of (Wolffian- 
Leibnizian) positions that could be obstacles for the doctrine of creation 
from nothing. 

One possible problem for creation from nothing can be found in 
Christian Wolffs so-called ‘German metaphysics.’ In Wolffs definition 
“nothing” is that “which neither is nor is possible." If a possible thing 
comes to exist in reality, this is not the same as “to become something 
from nothing (aus Nichts etwas werden).”” The implied assumption is that 
possibilities are already “things.”’° According to Wolff, their “source” is 
“the intellect of God."7 Essences are real insofar as they are eternally in 
God's intellect, even when the things do not yet exist outside the Divine 
mind.” Wolffs claim that possibilities are things, that essences are eter- 


73 For the latter point, see Sapientia hujus mundi, [ii]. On Engelhard, see M.R. Wie- 
lema, ‘Engelhard.’ 

7* On this book, see e.g. Wundt, Deutsche Schulphilosophie, 158-171. 

75 Wolff, Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, der Welt und der Seele des Menschen, auch allen 
Dingen überhaupt, [Halle 1751], repr. with introduction and notes by Ch.A. Corr, Hildes- 
heim/Zürich/New York 1997, 15 ($28): “Ich erinnere obenhin, daß, wenn einem Móg- 
lichen die Würcklichkeit ertheilet wird, da vorher nichts von ihm würcklich vorhan- 
den war, es etwas anders sey, als aus Nichts etwas werden, weil alsdann nicht das 
Unmógliche zu etwas wird.” The supposition that nothing comes from nothing is not a 
marginal issue in the philosophy of Wolff, but a decisive presupposition of his principle 
of sufficient reason; see Wolff, Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 16-17 (§ 30). 

76 Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 9 ($16): “Alles was seyn kan, es mag würcklich seyn 
oder nicht, nennen wir ein Ding.” 

7 Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 601-602 (8975: “... so ist der Verstand GOttes die 
Quelle des Wesens aller Dinge ($35) und sein Verstand ist es, der etwas móglich machet, 
als der diese Vorstellungen hervor bringet. Nehmlich, deswegen ist eben etwas móglich, 
well es von dem göttlichen Verstande vorgestellet wird”); 631 ($1022); see also 552 
(8887), 601-602 ($975), 610-611($989), 613 ($993), 615 ($996), 629 (81020), 647 ($1053), 
668 (81083). 

78 Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 602 ($975), the text quoted in the preceding footnote 
goes on as follows: “Und da wir oben erwiesen, daß das Wesen der Dinge ewig ist 
($40); so sehen wir nun, wo das Wesen aller Dinge von Ewigkeit her gewesen, nehmlich 
im Verstande GOttes. Und solchergestalt kan man sagen, daß das Wesen aller Dinge 
allezeit würcklich vorhanden ist und von Ewigkeit her zugegen gewesen, ob zwar die 
Dinge selbst nicht bestándig zugegen sind, oder auch von Ewigkeit da gewesen, indem 
zu ihrem Wesen noch die Würcklichkeit kommen muß ($14), wenn sie da seyn sollen." 
Cf. G.W. Leibniz on (eternal) truths in his Essai de théodicée, sur la bonté de Dieu, la liberté de 
homme et l'origine du mal, in: C.I. Gerhardt (ed), Die philosophischen Schriften von Gottfried 
Wilhelm Leibniz, VI, [1885] Hildesheim 1961, $184 (trans. Buchenau, 245) and $189 
(trans. Buchenau, 249). 
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nally real in God’s intellect, in combination with his view that “it is 
impossible for something to come from nothing,”” could make under- 
standable why Driessen felt the philosophy of the Leibnizian-Wolffian 
school implied dangers for the doctrine of creation from nothing.” 

A second illustration of what 1s in the background of Driessen's 
critical reflections is the creation of monads. Driessen objects to the 
idea that simple things have no beginning to their existence.*! This is 
no objection to Leibniz insofar as he held that monads can be brought 
into existence by creation and then again be annihilated, but this 
goes beyond the ordinary course of nature.? According to Christian 
Wolffs Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott simple things are either necessarily 
existent, as not having at a certain moment begun to exist, or their 
existence began “instantly (auf euvmahl)”— which is only possible by 
means of something else (namely God), for they cannot come from 
nothing? Because a genesis “in an instant (auf eimmahl) is beyond 
the grasp of human reason, it is also impossible to understand how 
simple things come to exist. Wolffs claim that “simple things ... 
can in a natural way neither originate ($87, 88), nor end ($102),”® 
did not deny that they are made by God. Yet his insistence on the 
incomprehensibihty of their production and his view that, more in 
general, “we have no concept of creation, because we have no power 
to create something," *5 are part of the context in which Driessen felt 
necessary to stress that any simple thing is a result of creation. 

The period from Voetius to Driessen shows a development in which 
the Christian doctrine of creation from nothing increasingly needed to 
be defended against contemporary philosophical conceptions. In anti- 
Cartesian polemics creation from nothing was a minor issue, though 


79 Wolff, Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 16 ($30); “Da nun unmöglich ist, daß aus 
Nichts etwas werden kan ..." 

80 Yet on Wolff as teaching creation from nothing, see J. École, La métaphysique de 
Christian Wolff, L, Hildesheim/Zürich/New York 1990, 391-392. 

9! Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 85, sec also 249. 

82 Leibniz, Principes de la nature et de la grace fondés en raison, $2 (ed. Herring, 2; cf. ed. 
C.I. Gerhardt, VI, 598); Monadologie, $4-6 (ed. Herring, 26; cf. ed. Gerhardt, VI, 607); 
cf. for instance Théodicée, $396 (trans. Buchenau, 395); Monadologie, $47 (ed. Herring, 46). 

83 Wolff, Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 45 ($89); see also 46 (Sgr) and 49 (S101). 

9* Vernünfflige Gedancken von Gott, 45-46 (8890-91). On the destruction of “a simple 
thing,” see 49-50 ($102). See also 59 ($113). 

85 Verniinfftige Gedancken von Gott, 569 ($921). 

96 Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 647 (81053): “Die Würckung Gottes wird die Schóp- 
fung genennet: von welcher wir keinen Begrif haben, weil wir keine Kraft haben, etwas 
zu erschaffen." 
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it was mentioned at least during the years 1655-1656 (Van Mastricht, 
Revius, and the Voetian pamphleteer Suetonius Tranquillus). In the 
wake of Spinoza’s monistic philosophy, however, it became a major 
issue, and Driessen’s work reveals that for him the defence of cre- 
ation from nothing was a central preoccupation. The philosophy in 
the school of Leibniz and Wolff was different from Spinozism, but here 
too Driessen observed tendencies toward monism that undermined the 
real distinction between Creator and creation that is expressed in the 
doctrine of creation from nothing. 


3. Issues in Mosaic Physics: Creation in Six Days, 
Substantial Forms, and Copernicanism 


Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen defended the so-called ‘Mosaic 
origins.” Mosaic physics aimed for a natural philosophy that was in 
harmony with biblical revelation, and it was not restricted to authors 
of the Reformed confession. As Ann Blair observes, 


‘pious philosophy’ did not form a unified ‘school,’ as Comenius tried to 
suggest. Its unity stemmed from an agenda and a set of references (to the 
Bible and to other Christian philosophers, most prominently Vallés and 
Daneau) designed to defend natural philosophy from the excesses of both 
philosophical naturalism and theological obscurantism.?? 


In this chapter not all theological topics will be surveyed that could 
indicate how Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen articulated their 
adherence to the broader movement of ‘Mosaic’ thought and what 
conversation they conducted with various philosophical thinkers. One 
of these issues could be the goodness of creation (see Gen. 1:10, 12, 
18, 21, 25, 31, in relation to Leibniz's claim regarding the best of all 
possible worlds), the question of whether God can create more worlds?? 
and whether the world is finite, infinite, or indefinite. These possible 
areas of investigation are left aside here, however. Three other issues 
will be discussed instead: the six days of creation, substantial forms, 


87 A. Blair, ‘Mosaic Physics,’ 57. On Mosaic physics see also: J.A. van Ruler, The 
Crisis of Causality. Voetius and Descartes on God, Nature and Change, Leiden 1995; cf. E. Bizer, 
Frühorthodoxie und Rationalismus, Zürich 1963, 32-60; P. Harrison, The Bible, Protestantism, 
and the Rise of Natural Science, [1998] Cambridge 2001, 121—129, 138—160 (I am indebted 
to Wim B. Drees for bringing this book to my attention). 

88 Literature on this is mentioned by M. Vitringa, Doctrina christianae. religionis, U, 
Leiden 1762, 97 footnote c. 
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and Copernicanism. The first topic can reveal how theologians and 
philosophers worked with concrete textual data from the Bible. The 
second point can show how a philosophical conception that in itself had 
no biblical, but a philosophical origin, was used in the interpretation of 
Scripture and defended, modified or given up in the face of modern 
corpuscular theories. The third issue, Copernicanism, also reveals basic 
attitudes in an area where physics (or astronomy) and the Bible come 
together.” 


3.1. Creation in Six Days 


Genesis 1-2 describes the fact that God created the world in six days 
(see also Exodus 20:11). Creation in six days is one of the points Mosaic 
physics maintained against other hypotheses about the origin of the 
present world. Several early Christian and later authors did not take 
the account of six days literally in a temporal sense, and claimed instead 
that God created everything at once.? While seventeenth-century Re- 
formed theologians were aware of this view, most of them joined the 
common, literal interpretation of Genesis.” 

In his comprehensive series of disputations on creation that were 
originally held in 1638-1639 Voetius did not omit a discussion on 
how creation took place. In this context not much attention is given 
to the issue of the six days as such (although the work of creation 1s 
explained in its six days order) but Voetius maintains that creation 
took place in six days. He therefore rejects the ancient theory that 
the world was created at once (in instanti). At the same time he states 


89 The topic of man's creation in the image of God (Gen. 1:26-27) could be added, 
but on this see below, Chapter 4. 

90 On the issue, cf. E. Grant, Planets, Stars and Orbs. The Medieval Cosmos, 1200-1687, 
Cambridge 1996, 83-88. 

9! Cf. H. Bavinck, In the Beginning. Foundations of Creation Theology, ed. J. Bolt, trans. 
J. Vriend, Grand Rapids 1999, 106 (= Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, IL, 445), where a num- 
ber of representatives of both views are mentioned, with the point being made that by 
those who favoured the literal interpretation *... the alternative exegesis of Augustine 
was consistently discussed with respect and never branded heretical.” For a Reformed 
discussion of the view of theologians “who convert the Hexaémeron Mosaicum into one 
indivisible moment,” see also B. de Moor, Commentarius, IL, 210-212. J.H. Brooke men- 
tions Augustine as a non-literal interpreter; Science and Religion. Some Historical Perspectives, 
[1991] Cambridge 1999, 38 (I thank Wim Drees for bringing this book to my attention). 
On the Reformation stress on literal and historical interpretation of the Bible, and its 
connection with how nature was perceived, see Harrison, The Bible, Protestantism and the 
Rise of Natural Science. 
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that the act of creation was not “successive”—this act is, as he claims 
with reference to Thomas Aquinas, no “motion.”” In the disputations 
on creation that Voetius started in 1638 he is far from inventing an 
evolutionist interpretation of Genesis, or from dealing extensively with 
such an interpretation in a critical way. 

An “evolutionary reconstruction"? of the world's origin was sug- 
gested, however, by Descartes. Viewed in terms of the contemporary 
emphasis on a literal interpretation of Scripture, that has been accen- 
tuated in modern research by Peter Harrison, Descartes's texts reveal 
that he departed from the trend by considering a non-literal reading 
of Genesis, although other of his texts hint at a harmony between the 
Bible and Cartesian science.” Such a harmony is clearly not envisaged 
in those places of his work where Descartes conjectures that from just 
a creation of matter set in motion by God the present world could 
have come to be, if God preserved it and let the natural laws operate. 
Descartes makes the suggestion just as a hypothesis, not a description 
of reality, as it is obviously in disagreement with the biblical account of 
creation.” ‘This hypothesis could be said to entail the germs of a theory 
of evolution.’ 

Therefore, one of the criticisms was that false hypotheses obviously 
at variance with Scripture should not be invented. The hypothesis of 
the Principia philosophiae was mentioned in one of the 1656 Voetian pam- 
phlets by Suetonius Tranquillus as one of the mistaken views of Carte- 
sianism.” A later pamphlet criticises the Leiden theologian Abraham 


?? Voetius, ‘De creatione’ [L. Spruit, 8 September 1638], SDTh I, 567-568, here 
567: “Quod sit actio non successiva sed instantanea; neque enim creatio est motus, ut 
recte probat Thomas c. Gentes, lib. 2, cap. 17 et 19. Itaque Deus singula si seorsim et in 
se considerentur in instanti creavit: quamvis aliorum creatio aliis per sex vvyðńusoa 
successerit, si collectim consideremus." 

93 Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 256. 

9% Harrison, The Bible, Protestantism and the Rise of Natural Science. On Cartesian texts, 
see Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 257, and “Waren er muilezels op de zesde dag? 
Descartes, Voetius en de zeventiende-ceuwse methodenstrijd,’ in: © Egmond/E. Jo- 
rink/R. Vermij (eds.), Kometen, monsters en muilezels. Het veranderende natuurbeeld en de natuur- 
wetenschap in de zeventiende eeuw, Haarlem 1999, 121—132, 180—183, here 130 and reference. 
On the six days of creation and the importance of man in it, see also J. Cottingham, 
A Descartes Dictionary, Oxford 1993, 41; Descartes to Chanut, 6 June 1647, AT V, 50-58, 
54,613. 

% Cf. Verbeek, De wereld van Descartes, 49-56; Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 255-258; 
Cottingham, Dictionary, 41-44, 61, 133. 

% Bavinck, In the Beginning, 117 (Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, IL, 455). 

97 Suetonius Tranquillus, Nader openinge, 5-6, referring to Principia philosophiae, III, $46 
and following. 
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Heidanus for having defended Descartes by saying that the philosopher 
used the hypothesis merely as a means to obtain a better knowledge 
of creation. For the Voetian Suetonius this justification fails: the Carte- 
sian attempt contradicts the biblical account of creation and therefore 
is wasted. 

The issue remained controversial. In his 1677 Novitatum cartesianarum 
gangraena Van Mastricht gave a more extensive response to the Carte- 
sian hypothesis of the world as resulting from a process of matter 
in motion, and he also mentioned the issue in his dogmatic work 
Theoretico-practica theologia? He is aware of Descartes’s own admission 
that the hypothesis is untrue and at odds with the text of the Bible.!® 
Answering Christopher Witüchius's defence of the Cartesian hypoth- 
esis Van Maastricht denies from various angles that wrong, unbiblical 


38 Irenaeus Philalethius [Abraham Heidanus], Bedenkingen op den Staat des Geschils, 93: 
“Omtrent de scheppinge der Woerelt en der Aerde, heeft Descartes niet tegen de Schriftuere 
gheleert, maar deselve alleen by form van een Hypothesis geconsidereert, twelck om 
de rechte geschapenheit der natuere wat dieper in te sien, alsmen anders wel doet, ten 
hooghsten nut en noodigh is. Siet D. Velthuisen in sijn bewijs, pag. 123, en D. Clau- 
bergh Exerc. 94, etc.”; Suetonius Tranquillus, Den overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 25: “Wy ant- 
woorden/ dat het een hypothesis is/ die met het verhael van Moses Genes. 1 klaer strij- 
dich is: hoedanige niet en behooren ghemaeckt te werden." Irenaeus Philalethius [Hei- 
danus], Overtuigde quaetwilligheidt, 48: “In de stellingh van de scheppinge der Werelt en 
der Aarde schuilde dit bedrog, dat veel eenvoudige buyten twijffel gemeent hebben, dat 
Des-Cartes leerde en geloofde, ’t geen hy maar voor een Hypothesis houdt.” Verdedichde 
oprechticheyt van Suetonius. Tranquillus, 43: “Van de Scheppinge der Werelt repeteert hy 
nochmael/ dat Des cartes, 't geen hy daer van heeft geschreven/ alleenlijck voor een 
Hypothesis gehouden heeft: maer hy vergeet te beantwoorden/ datmen geen Hypotheses 
behoort te maecken/ die tegen de H. Schrifture strijden/ daer men by doen kan dat 
het een Hypothesis is/ daer op sijn gantsche Philosophie schijnt gebouwt te zijn.” 

99 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 340-343 (on false hypotheses in the doctrine of cre- 
ation) and 347-350 (on chaos as producing material things); cf. Allinga, Decades duodecim, 
184—186. See also Van Mastricht, Theoretico-practica theologia, 319, 322b-323b (HI, c. 6, 
882, 14-15). Not surprisingly, the issue was discussed also by other theologians, such 
as Herman Witsius, see Exercitationes sacrae in symbolum quod apostolorum dicitur, et in ora- 
tionem dominicam, 2nd ed., Franeker 1689, 122—124 (Exerc. 8, $40-42); M. Leydekker, 
Fax veritatis, 282—289. A Cartesian theologian such as Ruardus Andala later men- 
tioned Descartes's hypothesis without criticism, reminding his readers, however, that 
the philosopher “ceteroqui noverit et fateatur, res naturales eo modo ortas non esse,” Com- 
pendium theologiae naturalis, 138-139. 

100 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 340, referring to Principia philosophiae III, $47 (the mar- 
gin) and $45 (respectively AT VIII-1, ror and 99-100), as well as to the Discours de la 
méthode, AV VI, 565 (= 45). See also 345-346. On forms in Principia philosophiae IL, § 47, 
see V. Carraud, “La matière assume successivement toutes les formes.” Note sur le 
concept d'ordre et sur une proposition thomiste de la cosmogonie cartesienne,’ Revue de 
métaphysique et de morale (2000) 57-79. 
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hypotheses are useful.!°! In this context he also goes beyond the dis- 
cussion of the topic in the 1656 pamphlets of the Voetian Suetonius by 
stating that it is wrong to assume that natural laws, which owe their 
being to creation, are in force prior to creation.'? He moreover detects 
the *cancer" of this Cartesianism in three aspects. A hypothesis that 
is unbiblical and yet helpful seems to indicate the insufficiency of bib- 
lical revelation. This theological objection is perfectly consistent with 
Van Mastricht’s insistence on biblical authority (see Chapter 1). A sec- 
ond objection addresses the implied introduction of false hypothetical 
theorising into the area of philosophical thought and biblical exegesis. 
Revealing a common-sense aversion to all falsehood in religion and sci- 
ence, Van Mastricht contrasts this with the attempt of sound theology 
and philosophy to demolish as many false assumptions as possible. He 
also observes a third trace of *cancer" in the false Cartesian hypothesis, 
because it does not contribute to the praise of God, but rather limits 
the wisdom and the power that He demonstrated in creation, for cre- 
ation is supposed to concern only matter and motion. This argument 
shows that Van Mastricht understood the theory as implying that the 
greatness and complexity of the present world cannot be traced back 
directly to God's creative activity. This seems a correct interpretation, 
although Descartes's assumption includes a reference to God's act of 
conservation. 

Apart from objecting to the introduction of false hypotheses, Van 
Mastricht also discusses Descartes's assumption according to which 


even if in the beginning God had given the world only the form of a 
chaos, provided that he established the laws of nature and then lent his 
concurrence to enable nature to operate as it normally does, we may 
believe without impugning the miracle of creation that by this means 
alone all purely material things could in the course of time have come to 
be just as we now see them.!?* 


101 Ganeraena, 340-342. 

10? Gangraena, 341-342: “Quasi etiam 2. non perversum sit et praeposterum, cre- 
ationi qua omnis ordo omnesque leges naturae constituuntur, ordinem et leges naturae 
praestruere, adque eas ipsam creationem exigere." 

105 Gangraena, 342—943. On a creation displaying less wisdom, cf. 349: “Detrahit 
Majestati et sapientiae creationis reverae factae; dum praesupponit ab homuncione ejus 
similem excogitari posse.” 

104 Descartes, Discours de la méthode, AT VI, 45,12-19, quoted here in a translation 
by J. Cottingham/R. Stoothoff/D. Murdoch (eds.), The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, 
I, Cambridge 1993, 133-134. Van Mastricht (Gangraena, 347) quotes the text via Chr. 
Wittichius, 7 heologia pacifica, 49 ($67). 
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After an analysis of this passage, Van Mastricht formulates his 
criticism in various remarks. Three points seem in particular notewor- 
thy. First of all, Van Mastricht does not shun philosophical objections. 
Where Descartes speaks of the “forme ... du Chaos" (AT VI, 45,13), 
Van Mastricht notes, relying on a common philosophical definition of 
form, that chaos cannot fulfil the functions of form: that is, provide a 
thing with its own being distinct from other things. In the second place, 
one implication of Descartes's view 1s that after the first day of creation 
nothing was created ex nihilo any more, for things are thought to emerge 
from chaos in the course of time. The received orthodox view, how- 
ever, formulated in Aristotelian hylemorphic terms, admits that the cre- 
ation of matter took place on the first day, but argues that God subse- 
quently continued to create substantial forms from nothing. This view, 
apparently shared by Van Mastricht, employs Aristotelian philosophy 
in the service of biblical interpretation. Its advantage in comparison 
to the Cartesian hypothesis of developing matter and motion was that 
it stayed compatible with the biblical account of creation in six days. 
A third point in Van Mastricht's critique that seems noteworthy con- 
cerns the relationship between creation and conservation. Van Mas- 
tricht declines the notion that “a thing is produced by conservation” and 
rejects the identification of creation and conservation (other than in 
God Himself): the existence of a thing that 1s the object of conservation 
has first been given by creation. 99 

The Cartesian hypothesis was thus opposed for a number of rea- 
sons by Van Mastricht. The main point was that it contradicted the 
biblical account of creation. This was also observed, Van Mastricht 


105 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 348. 

106 Gangraena, 348-350. He also argued against Chr. Wittichius (Theologia pacifica, 49— 
50) that, on the Caresian theory, infinite power would not be required for particular 
things to emerge from chaos: “Etenim Chaos illud infinitam Dei vim non fuisset 
requisiturum, eo quod nihil, per hypothesin, ex nihilo erat producendum ad quod 
demum vis infinita requiritur, cum formae rerum producendarum laterent in potentia 
Chai; plane aliter atque obtinebat in creatione mediata [to which Wittich had referred], 
ubi formae rerum producendarum nullo modo latebant in informi massa, adeoque 
simpliciter ex nihilo producendae erant, et exinde vim infinıtam exigebant" (p. 350). 
Cf. Gangraena, 489: “... hac ratione formas substantiales, quas impraesens ex recepta 
Philosophia adoptabimus, probandas, si necessitas exegerit; in potentia materiae latuisse, 
sola conservatione excludendas, adeoque opera dierum quinque postremorum, opera 
creationis proprie non fuisse, eo quod eorum formae non ex nihilo, sed e potentia materiae 
productae fuissent: proinde non sex erunt, sed unus tantum creationis dies proprie quidem 
sic dictus." 
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notes, by Samuel Maresius.'” On the Cartesian assumption, only on 
the first day of the universe creation from nothing would have taken 
place. The problem of inconsistency with a six days creation did not 
arise when the Bible was interpreted along the lines of philosophical 
hylemorphism. Van Mastricht also objected to the introduction of false 
hypotheses as such and noted other theological and philosophical dif- 
ficulties in Descartes's theory. The issue that would later also play a 
role in Driessen was the objection against natural laws that precede 
creation. 

In comparison with Van Mastricht's day circumstances had changed 
by the time of Driessen's career. But Driessen likewise maintained cre- 
ation in six days. In his 1728 book on Light and Doctrine of Conscience he 
included a section “On the Mosaic origins,” thus again making clear 
that his natural theology was “illuminated by Holy Scripture." 8 ‘The 
Cartesian hypothesis of the origin of the present world was criticised 
by him also, as can be seen in his 1734 evaluation of the philosophy 
of Descartes.'? The Cartesian “Cosmopoya” in his view is not in line 
with “the true production of all things from nothing.” Driessen leaves 
it to experts in physics to highlight the incoherencies of the theory, 
and concentrates on metaphysical issues concerning the Creator. He 
seems to suggest that for Descartes the existence of matter and valid 
natural laws, as a starting point, was more important than their cre- 
ation by God.''? For Driessen, moreover, necessity is a central problem 
with Descartes's theory on the genesis of the world: how do the laws of 
nature relate to God's freedom? Here again Driessen gives the impres- 
sion of reading Descartes through Spinozistic lenses. He may have 
known Descartes's 1630 letters to Mersenne on the creation of eternal 
truths, for he quotes from Clerselier’s edition of Descartes's letters, but 
obviously this side of Cartesianism had by then become insignificant. 
He criticises Descartes's attempt to derive the constancy of the quan- 


107 Gangraena, 340, 349-350, citing S. Maresius, De abusu philosophiae cartesianae, surre- 
pente et vitando in rebus Theologicis et fidei, dissertatio theologica, Groningen 1670, 30 and 37, 
respectively. 

109 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 255-289. 

109 See especially Sapientia hujus mundi, 47—50. About Driessen and “Mosaic origins,” 
see Goudriaan, ‘Driessens theologische kritiek.” 

110 Sapientia hujus mundi, 47: “[Adnoto] Quod ad ipsius hypotheses nihil refert, an Deus 
materiam creaverit, modo illa sit; an Deus creaturae illas leges secundum quas Mundus 
formatus est posuerit, modo illae sint." As did Van Mastricht before him, Driessen 
notes that Descartes does not claim the truth of his hypothesis, but accepts the biblical 
account of creation. 
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tity of motion from the immutability of God. It is impossible to assume 
that a change in material quantity implies change in God, “if all mate- 
rial created things are by their whole essence, as truly so called sin- 
gular substances, distinct from God.”!!! Driessen's critique is perfectly 
understandable against the background of post-Cartesian philosophy; 
the Spinozistic theory that only one substance exists (Ethica I) obviously 
led Driessen to perceive that monistic tendencies were already present 
in Descartes. !!? 

In addition it is a reasonable question to ask whether in Descartes’s 
view natural laws are necessary, because he derives these from God's 
essence or immutability. If this is so, the present form of the world 
seems to be necessarily the way it 1s.!? Evidence for an affirmative 
answer may be found in Descartes's claim that he 1s unaware of the 
fact that Christianity defines God's freedom as indifference, and that 
he reconstructed causal principles and laws of nature by focussing on 
God.!!* Driessen criticises Descartes's Principia philosophiae III, $47, for 
suggesting that the world's development according to natural laws is 
what really matters, not whether the world came into being in the way 
described by Moses or in any other way. He summarises the Cartesian 
approach as being that “finally, all things are to be traced back to these 
necessary laws of nature that command even God (reducenda tandem sunt 
omnia ad necessarias illas naturae Leges, ipsi Deo imperantes).? The orthodox 
Christian view understands the “laws of nature," writes Driessen, as 
including on the one hand *the ... order, ... disposition, ... state, ... 
quantity" given to bodies by God “in the period of six days" and 
preserved by Him since then. On the other hand these laws include 
"the singular nature of the singular things, constituted by God ... and 


111 Sapientia hujus mundi, 48: “An eadem motus quantitatem semper in universo esse 
non demonstret per Dei immutabilitatem acsi mutaretur Ipse Deus, Si motus quantitas 
vel minueretur vel augeretur; quae certe non cohaerent, si res creatae omnes materiales 
tota sua essentia, ceu substantiae singulares Veri Nominis a Deo distinctae sunt.” 

11? Of. J.-L. Marion, Sur le prisme métaphysique de Descartes. Constitution et limites de l'onto- 
théo-logie dans la pensée cartésienne, Paris 1986, 237; Pannenberg, Theologie und Philosophie, 
153. 

113. Sapientia hujus mundi, 47—48. 

114 Sapientia. hujus mundi, 48-49, quoting from a letter of Descartes to Mersenne, 
[21 April 1641], AT III, 358-363, here 360,7-11; Dissertatio de methodo, AT VI, 564,27— 
32 and 575,36-40. 

115 Sapientia hujus mundi, 49. He paraphrases and quotes from Principia philosophiae 
Ill, $47, AT VIII-1, 102,3-4, 103,11-20, as well as from Principia philosophiae II, $36— 
37 (VIII-1, 61,21-25 and 28-29; 62,6-8). Leibniz criticised Principia philosophiae UL, $47, 
for implied fatalism, but on another ground; see Carraud, ‘Note,’ 58-59. 
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the act of Providence that actuates every thing according to its 
nature ..."!5 This is a very informative statement, for it shows that 
Driessen to a certain extent accepts mechanical conceptions of natural 
laws (order, disposition, quantity, and yet wishes to maintain both 
that things have a particular nature (which Voetius and Van Mastricht 
would call the “form”) and that God permanently concurs with created 
beings. In this way, Driessen opposes the tendency to explain everything 
by mechanical laws. Here he focuses on the status of laws of nature 
in Descartes, but he saw a similar danger in the Leibnizian-Wolffian 
philosophy.' 

'The sovereignty of God with respect to natural laws is clearly taught 
by Driessen. God's freedom is not restricted by laws that He himself 
caused to be valid when He created the world. Before nature was 
created there were no laws of nature in accordance with which the 
creation of nature took place.!? In another context Driessen speaks of 
the “discretion of God the Creator who does not find but invent the 
laws of nature (... arbitrio Creatoris Det, leges naturae non invenientes sed figentes 

..). 19 Driessen does not deny that some things, such as fossils, are 
produced in the course of time by processes guided by natural laws. It 


116 Sapientia hujus mundi, 49-50: “Qui recte et orthodoxe philosophamur, per Leges Nat- 


urae intelligimus, non tantum aptum ordinem, concinnam dispositionem, certum corpo- 
rum situm, determinatam eorum quantitatem, quae cuncta a Deo in prima creatione, 
sex dierum spatio peracta, acceperunt, quorum vi Deo omnia ita conservante ea edun- 
tur in mundo phaenomena, quae quotidie tanquam divinae sapientiae[,] potentiae et 
bonitatis luculentissimos testes conspicimus. Sed, quod heic nequaquam negligi debet, 
et de quo nos passim in Theol. Natur. Tract. Lumen et Doctr. Consc. singularem rerum 
singularium naturam, a Deo constitutam, intelligimus et singularem divinae providen- 
tiae actum ordinarium, quem dicimus actwationem, Scriptura dictione emphatica dicit 
vwificationem Nehem. ix, 6, i.e. Providentiae actum unamquamque rem pro ejus natura 
actuantem, sic ut respectu ipsarum rerum non modo attendamus (quod ad res materi- 
ales) quantitatem, dispositionem et compositorum distinctorum ad se relationem, sed in 
primis ipsarum illarum particularum quodvis corpus componentium singularem natu- 
ram, et pro singulari natura singularem actuationem divinam quamque rem pro natura 
ejus actuantem." 

117 Driessen, Sapientia hujus mundi, 49-50. On the six days of creation Driessen's 
criticism of Descartes may implicitly have also concerned Wolff (and Leibniz), and 
perhaps also Willem Deurhoff. Cf. J. Ecole, Métaphysique, I, 392: “Mais, comme Leibniz, 
Wolff préfére dire que Dieu est l'auteur de la nature et de son ordre, plutót que leur 
créateur, puisqu'il a fait la nature en créant les éléments et que l'ordre de celle-ci suit 
naturellement de l'acte de creation" (cf. references in II, 642). 

118 Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 258, 260; see for instance also 264, 277 (cf. also 259: 
“per nullas motus leges ...”). 

119 Driessen, Epistolae apostolicae et Apocalypsis S. analytice dilucidatae, Groningen 1742, 
1101. 


CREATION, MOSAIC PHYSICS, COPERNICANISM II3 


is not strange when these are not mentioned in the Bible, for “Moses ... 
relates such things as God created." ?? 

Driessen maintained that creation took place in six days. In his 
criticism of Descartes he concentrated more than Van Mastricht on the 
fact that in the Cartesian view of creation the central role is reserved for 
natural laws that steer the developments of things. Like Van Mastricht 
earlier, Driessen criticised the Cartesian assumption of necessary laws 
that are prior to creation. Such laws limit the freedom of God."?! The 
notion of an ‘evolutionary’ genesis of the sun, for example, was declined 
by Driessen, who instead maintained, with biblical references (Gen. 1:3, 
Ps. 33:9, Rom. 4:17), an instantaneous creation by Divine command.” 

Voetius as well as Van Mastricht and Driessen maintained a literal 
interpretation of the description of Genesis that God created the world 
in six days. Both Van Mastricht and Driessen criticised the notion of 
natural laws that are in force prior to creation, but they differ from each 
other in their affiliation with philosophical conceptions. Whereas Van 
Mastricht notes that the concepts of matter and form make it possible 
still to speak of creation after the first day, Driessen seems to accept a 
modified version of mechanism that preserves the notion of “natures” 
of things and of Divine concurrence. This can be an invitation to look 
into the issue of matter and form more specifically. 


3.2. Substantial Forms 


One of the famous characteristics of Aristotelianism is its claim that 
things are composed of “matter” and “form.” Voetius for his part 
also adopted this view, hylemorphism, into his theological work, and 
he defended it against criticisms offered from the side of mechanical 
and corpuscular viewpoints.'? This defence has been studied well in 
recent years and, while relying on previous research, the following 
discussion can focus in particular on the question of what intention 


120 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 278: “De Metallis marmore et fossilibus propterea 
dicitur nihil quia secundum naturae leges fiunt. Narrat vero Moses talia quae Deus 
creavit”; cf. 260. 

121 Sapientia hujus mundi, 50; Cf. Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 341-342. 

122 Sapientia hujus mundi, 101, referring to the discussion on the Mosaic origins in Lumen; 
see also 49. See also Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 257: “Neque ex atomis invisibilibus vel 
particulis materialibus concurrentibus factus est Mundus. Sed quaelibet corpora ex suis 
illis particulis constantia creata sunt." 

123 Voetius, De creatione, pars quarta [-quinta]’ [L. Spruit, 29 September and 6 
October 1638], SDTh I, 614-619. 
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Voetius had in defending the forms, and how his defence related to 
biblical interpretation." Indications of his position are available at 
various stages of his career: at least in an early disputation on creation 
(1638), during the Utrecht disputes on Cartesianism (1641), and almost 
two decades later when he revisited several issues on creation (1660). 

In 1638 Voetius discussed substantial forms in the context of the 
works of the first day. Here he wrote: “The parts or principles of a 
composite, considered physically, are called principles with respect to 
[its] constitution, and nature with respect to [its] operation, and they 
are matter and form—to which is not wrongly added privation, as 
an accidental principle required for transmutation.”'? ‘This conceptual 
scheme is not found as such in the book of Genesis. Yet Voetius asserts 
that the Aristotelian definition of “nature” is basically in accordance 
with Scripture. He refers to Gen. ı:11-ı2 and 25, that is, to texts 
in which the species of created things are mentioned: *yielding fruit 
after his kind,” “yielding seed after his kind,” or “yielding fruit, whose 
seed [was] in itself, after his kind" and *God made the beast of the 
earth after his kind, and cattle after their kind, and every thing that 
creepeth upon the earth after his kind” (AV). He also points to James 
3:7, where the apostle ascribes to all animals a certain nature. Thus, 
Voetius assumed that the Aristotelian concept of a particular “nature” 
consisting of matter and form was helpful to explain and understand 
the biblical teaching that things have a “kind” or “nature.” At least he 
might plausibly have thought that biblical texts were in no way violated 
by the rather philosophical view that what he calls “first natures" 
(matter and form) have been “created in and with their composites by 


God." 6 


124 Previous research on which I am relying in this section has been done in particular 
by J.A. van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality; idem, *Muilezels'; idem, ‘Something,’ esp. 365- 
368; Th. Verbeek, Wereld van Descartes, 65-74; idem, Descartes and the Dutch, 13-19; 
idem, ‘Voetius en Descartes,’ 216-217; idem, Querelle; on the forms more generally cf. 
N.E. Emerton, The Scientific Reinterpretation of Form, Ithaca/London 1984; Ch. Lüthy/ 
W.R. Newman, “Matter” and “Form”: By Way of a Preface,’ Early Science and Medicine 
2 (1997) 215-226; C. von Bormann/W. Franzen/A. Krapiec/L. Oeing-Hanhoff, ‘Form 
und Materie (Stoff, HWPh IL, 977-1030. 

125 ‘De creatione, pars tertia’ [L. Spruit, 21 September 1638], SDTh I, 614; “Partes 
compositi seu principia physice considerata in ordine ad constitutionem dicuntur prin- 
cipia, in ordine ad operationem natura, et sunt materia et forma, quibus non male addi- 
tur privatio, tanquam principium per accidens, ad transmutationem requisitum." 

126 ‘De creatione, pars tertia,’ SDTh I, 614; “Quidni ergo dicamus naturas primas, 
hoc est, materiam et formam, per quas singula composita, et compositorum affectiones 
ac facultates dicuntur naturae, initio a Deo esse compositis suis increatas et concreatas." 
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Apart from discussing “Aristotelian first matter,”'?”” Voetius in his 
series of disputations on creation also deals with the origin of mate- 
rial forms. He mentions three theories on this topic, and opts for the 
third view himself. In one view these forms “pre-exist actually,” “either 
in indivisible forms, namely atoms, as Anaxagoras, Leucippus, the Epi- 
cureans and several moderns” think, “[o]r [the claim is] that they are 
actually in matter before they are generated, but do not appear ...” 
The second theory, ascribed to Avicenna, entails that “the form does 
neither actually not in potency pre-exist in matter, but only in force and 
power of the first agent by which they are produced ..." The third, 
“mediating view (media sententia)" proposed by scholastic Aristotelians, 
"states that they [the material forms] are produced out of the potency 
of the matter.” ‘This production (eductio), in their view, has two aspects, 
*[nJamely that the form becomes actual (fiat in actu) and that it is depen- 
dent on matter for both [its] being and becoming (tam in esse quam in 
fieri)” Voetius goes along with the latter middle road, and his reasons 
for so doing are interesting, There is, first of all, the lack of a better 
alternative. Moreover, this view agrees with “natural reason” and with 
"the order and nature constituted by God for physical generation, inso- 
far as it can be known from Scripture ...” In addition, when this theory 
is declined, the possible result is also that “the physics of Holy Scrip- 
ture itself is in many respects indirectly and by implication attacked, 
whereas it seems that only the Aristotelean and received philosophy of 
the schools is aimed at."'?? These reasons of Voetius are no less interest- 
ing than the defended position itself. They reveal at least two things. He 


A form is neither accidental (accidentale quid), nor “the whole essence of a thing (fota 
essentia rei)”; SDTh I, 616, with reference to “all better philosophers, see Suárez, the 
Conimbricenses, Ruvius ...” 

127 Voetius affirms that first matter has been created by God, yet it is “not created 
directly, but created in or created with the composites": the creation of Gen. 1:1 is not 
a creation of "Aristotelian first matter," which needs, as the followers of Aquinas argue, 
for its existence “a certain form (aliqua forma)"; ‘De creatione, SDTh I, 615-616, quotes 
on 616. Cf. Voetius, ‘Problematum de creatione, pars secunda’ [I. Tergun, 27 October 
1660], SD V, 161-162. Later Driessen also denied a separate creation of first matter; 
Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 258. 

128 De creatione, pars tertia,’ SDTh I, 616-617; Voctius’s motivation on 617: “Cui 
sententiae cum melius aut explicatius nihil hactenus aut additum, aut substitutum 
viderimus, cumque nec rationi naturali, nec ordini et naturae a Deo ad generationem 
physicam constitutae, ut quidem ex scriptura cognosci potest, repugnet; aequum est, ut 
€i acquiescamus potius quam cum Scepticis propter arcana et dXvra quae in natura 
imprimis in productione formarum, nos adhuc latent, etiam omne fere quae sciri 
possunt explodamus: quo fit ut nonnunquam ipsa physica sacrae scripturae in nonnullis 
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accepts the received scholastic theory for lack of better. In the second 
place, he opposes not new physical theories as such, but wants them 
to be better (“melius aut explicatius”) than received theories and, more 
importantly compatible with the Bible. In this way Scripture remains 
the central criterion for Voetius's evaluation of philosophical or physi- 
cal theories, including these regarding the origin of material forms. 

A few years later, in 1641, Voetius defended the forms in a corollary 
and in an appendix, “On the natures and substantial forms of things 
(De rerum naturis et formis substantialibus).” These texts were added to 
a disputation on a completely different topic.?? On substantial forms 
one corollary makes two points in particular. First of all, according 
to Voetius, it has not yet been made clear in a convincing way how 
a rejection of forms “can be harmonised with Mosaic and sacred 
physics." Second, one of the main reasons given for a denial of the 
forms raises suspicion: the reference to their inexplicable origin. If this 
were a good reason, many other true beliefs would also need to be 
abandoned. 

The appendix itself starts with a remark that seems to leave room for 
some disagreement on the issue of substantial forms. Voetius’s inten- 
tion is not, he says, that his students would stante pede accept the forms, 
but that they would first try to get a reasonable grasp of philosophy 
before making up their minds on the issue.'?! This statement is signif- 
icant insofar as it clearly suggests that Voetius does not consider the 
forms to be an essential part of the Christian faith. For his students’ 
attention Voetius offers, first of all, a number of preliminary remarks, 
then several arguments in favour of substantial forms (Rationes pro for- 


indirecte et per consequentiam oppugnetur, dum sola Peripatetica et recepta scholarum 
philosophia peti videtur." 

129 Voetius, Diatribe theologica de iubileo, ad iubileum Urbani VIII promulgatum hoc anno 
MDCXLI |L. vanden Waterlaet], Utrecht 1641. Cf. Verbeek, Wereld van Descartes, 67. 
The corollaries and the appendix were later included in the Testimonium academiae 
Ultrajectinae, et narratio historica qua defensae, qua exterminatae novae philosophiae, Utrecht 1643, 
translated by Th. Verbeek, Querelle, 100-101 (corollaries), 103-115 (appendix). ‘They were 
also reprinted in Voetius's SDTh I, 869-881. Th. Verbeek suggested, Wereld van Descartes, 
64, that Paulus Voet could be responsible for what the text says concerning substantial 
forms. Yet because this is not indicated in the text itself and because Voetius takes full 
responsability for the text by publishing it in his Selected Disputations it is not necessary 
here to compare Voetius's arguments on the forms with how Paulus Voet discussed the 
forms in his Prima philosophia reformata (Utrecht 1657). 

130 Voetius, ‘Corollaria ventilanda 18, et rursum 24 Decembris, horis et loco solitis, 
SDTh I, 869-870; Verbeek, Querelle, 101. C£. Verbeek, Wereld van Descartes, 67-74. 

131 "Thesis 1; Voetius, SDTh I, 871-872; Verbeek, Querelle, 105. 
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mas) which deserve an answer from those who disagree, and finally a 
critical analysis of several “arguments against the forms (Rationes contra 
Jormas).” These three sections deserve to be surveyed briefly. 

The first remark gives considerations in support of the forms that, 
if the forms were rejected, would also be affected. For Voetius, the 
assumption of substantial forms 1s encouraged by biblical texts speaking 
of a thing or things that are created “after his (their) kind” (AV; Gen. 
EII, 21—22, 24-25; the reference to Prov. 30:24 and following verses 
probably are thought to include a hint at “specific properties which in 
Voetius’s judgement can only be explained by a substantial form").!*? 
Such texts suggest to Voetius that it is more advisable than not to 
work with a concept of substantial forms. Thus the adoption of this 
philosophical concept is motivated theologically. 

A denial of form generates a number of difficulties that should be 
solved. Voetius mentions, for example, the problem of how some “dis- 
tinction between the entity of substance and accident” can be main- 
tained if forms are denied. Any explanation in terms of “those five 
accidents: motion, rest, situation, figure and quantity (quinque illa acct- 
dentia motum, quietem, posituram, figuram, quantitatem)" leads to the problem 
that the distinction between substances would be no more than acci- 
dental.'? One implication, that Voetius does not spell out here, would 
be the notion of one single substance. What is spelled out is another dif- 
ficulty, namely a denial of secondary causality (which 1s one presupposi- 
tion of the doctrine of Divine concurrence). ** Similarly, there would be 
“no active qualities, by means of which substances operate (... nullae sint 
qualitates activae, quibus mediantibus operantur substantiae)" nor habits. A 
denial of substantial forms, moreover, makes “definitions of substances" 


13? Thus Th. Verbeek, Wereld van Descartes, 71. Elsewhere Voetius refers to other 
biblical texts: “Immo absurdum esse Deum non agere per particulares quasque naturas 
secundum legem ac distinctionem in prima rerum creatione inditam. Frustra enim 
naturae illae essent, si ipsae non haberent specificas suas activitates, et secundum eas 
agerent. Quin et scripturae manifeste hoc repugnaret, Hos. 2:20, 21 coll. cum Gen. 
3:17, Deut. 28:23," ‘Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, tertia’ [C. Bruynvisch, 
9 December 1643], SDT I, 858. 

133 Thesis 2; Voetius, SDTh I, 872; Verbeek, Querelle, 105-106. Cf. Van Ruler, Crisis of 
Causality, 60-61, 264; idem, ‘Something,’ 364. 

15! Thesis 2; SDTh I, 873; Verbeek, Querelle, 106. Cf. Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 175, 
177, 194, 185, 194, 258, 278, 284-288. On the causality of secondary causes, see below, 
Chapter 3, and cf. Van Ruler, ‘New Philosophy to Old Standards.” 

155 Thesis 2; SDTh I, 873; Verbeek, Querelle, 106—107. Cf. Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 


309-310. 
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impossible because essential differences are supposed not to exist.!3 “All 
created substances" would be “accidental beings" (entia per accidens, col- 
lectiva, aggregata).®” Denial of the forms would also make the distinc- 
tion between living beings and automatons (automata) or human-made 
devices (opera artis) evaporate, which seems difficult to harmonise with 
biblical texts.'*? “[G]eneration or corruption of natural things" would 
not occur.! When the effective power (efficientia et motus) “that usually is 
attributed to the forms and their active qualities” is instead ascribed “to 
quantity and shape (quantitati et figurae)," Voetius is reminded of magic. '? 
If the question is asked of why things move, the Utrecht theologian fears 
the opponents of the forms cannot escape an infinite causal series. He 
thinks, in short, that the abolition of forms explains little! and multi- 
plies difficulties. 

The second remark of Voetius recommends, on the subject, a num- 
ber of scholastic authors, with Francisco Suárez as the most appreci- 
ated spokesman. Voetius goes on to put forward three arguments in 
favour of the forms. First of all, things have a way of operating that is 
characteristic of them and results from “one principle and root of all 
powers and operations." This principle “is not matter (which is com- 
mon), nor accidents, which cannot be an ultimate principle,” but “the 
form." The second argument is parallel to the first in its focus on a 
“first root,” this time of a thing's “entity.” This root “is not matter—as 
being common—, nor some accidents, because these cannot compose 
or constitute a substance,” but “the form." “[S]ubstantial corruption? 
is Voetius's third argument for the forms: when the essence of a (living) 
thing disappears, matter remains. Therefore, “the form" is the reason 
why “the composite was dissolved and became a non-being ..." This 


136 Thesis 2; SDTh I, 873; Verbeek, Querelle, 107. C£. Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 
264. 

137 "Thesis 2; SDTh I, 873-874; Verbeek, Querelle, 107. C£. Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 
241, 243, 264; idem, ‘Something,’ 367. Later G.W. Leibniz also will claim that *... là 
où il ny a que des estres par aggregation, il n'y aura pas méme des estres reels ..." 
to Antoine Arnauld, April 1687, quoted by D. Garber, ‘Leibniz on Form and Matter,’ 
Early Science and Medicine 2 (1997) 326—352, here 334. 

138 Thesis 2; SDTh I, 874; Verbeek, Querelle, 107. C£. Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 
144—145, 167-168 and—on the pertinence of Voetius's biblical references—305-308; 
Verbeek, Wereld van Descartes, 73. 

139 Thesis 2; SDTh I, 874; Verbeek, Querelle, 107. 

140 Thesis 2; SDTh I, 874; Verbeek, Querelle, 107. 

141 Thesis 2; SDTh I, 874; Verbeek, Querelle, 107. 

142 Thesis 2; SDTh I, 874; Verbeek, Querelle, 107-108. 
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involves more than just an accidental change.'* All of these three argu- 
ments are philosophical in that they argue on a rational or—in one way 
or another—empirical basis: at this stage no Bible references are made. 
What 1s argued is that there 1s something to natural beings that cannot 
be explained in terms of matter or accidents: a principle of things that 
can be termed “form.” 

The third remark of Voetius mentions and replies to two arguments 
contra formas. The first objection—or even argumentum Achilleam—made 
by David Gorlaeus and Sebastian Basso, is that the “mode of origin 
of the forms cannot be explained.”'* A second argument—for which 
Gorlaeus again is a spokesman—-says that “the effects of natural things 
can be sufficiently explained by other principles." Hence, the notion 
of forms should not be introduced. Voetius claims, however, that the 
explanatory potential of “quantity, shape, site or position, motion, rest 
(a quantitate, figura, situ seu positura, motu, quiete)? is insufficient, and he 
discusses two arguments from his opponents that need not be spelled 
out here.!^ 

This survey of some of the arguments Voetius gave in his Appendix 
makes it possible to draw a few conclusions. First of all, Voetius backs 
up his defence of the forms by pointing to biblical passages about 
species and natures. He wishes his thinking to depart from a biblical 


143 "Thesis 3; SDTh I, 874-875; Verbeek, Querelle, 108. Cf. Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 
135-136, 242-243 and 185, 286; idem, ‘Something,’ 365-367; idem, 'Substantie en 
individu, 106, 113. For the arguments mentioned by Voetius, Verbeek (Querelle, 472) 
refers to Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae 15.1, XXV, 500—505. 

144 On Gorlaeus, see: Ch. Lüthy, ‘David Gorlaeus’ Atomism, or: the Marriage of 
Protestant Metaphysics with Italian Natural Philosophy,’ in: Ch. Lüthy/J.E. Murdoch/ 
WR. Newman (eds), Late Medieval and Early Modern Corpuscular Matter Theories, Lei- 
den/Boston/Köln 2001, 245-290 (I thank E.-J. Bos for a reference to this article). 
On Basso and his view on forms, see Emerton, Scientific Reinterpretation, 62-64; and 
R. Ariew/M. Grene, “The Cartesian Destiny of Form and Matter,’ Early Science and 
Medicine 2 (1997) 300—325, here 310-312. 

155 Thesis 4; SDTh I, 875-877; Verbeek, Querelle, 109-111. Cf. Van Ruler, Crisis of 
Causality, 79, 105, 169—171, 173-174, 194, 200, 206, 262-263, 297-299, 318. The sub- 
sequent theses in the Appendix also need no extensive survey here. The fifth thesis 
concerns invisible qualities (SDTh I, 877-878; Verbeek, Querelle, 111). The sixth concerns 
various physical hypotheses and urges for strong empirical or rational arguments (SDTh 
I, 878; Verbeek, Querelle, 111—112). T'he seventh thesis returns to the issue mentioned in 
the first corollary of the disputation on the Jubilee, “the human being as ens per accidens" 
(SDTh I, 878-880; Verbeek, Querelle, 112-114. On the issue, see Th. Verbeek, ‘Voetius en 
Descartes,’ in: J. van Oort et al. (eds.), De onbekende Voetius, 200-219, here 207-210; idem, 
De wereld van Descartes, 65-67). Voetius then revisits the second corollary, on Copernican- 
ism (SDTh, I, 880-881; Verbeek, Querelle, 114—115). The appendix concludes with a few 
remarks on the development of science (SDTh I, 881; Verbeek, Querelle, 115). 
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starting-point and holds that the philosophical theory of substantial 
forms remains faithful to it. Also he states that “learned ignorance,” 
especially with respect to the difficult topic of the origin of forms, is to 
be preferred to any infringement of Scripture.!* In this way, for Voetius 
Scripture is the norm for his philosophical preference for thinking in 
forms. Secondly, from the normative character of Scripture follows that 
the theory of the forms is acceptable, but not that no alternatives could 
be conceived that are also consonant with Scripture. Voetius's opening 
remarks to a certain extent reflected this insight, even if it did so in 
the context of a forthright defence of the forms." Thirdly, rational 
arguments play an important role in Voetius's presentation. It can be 
suggested that the rational problems arising from a denial of the forms 
are more serious than those arising from maintaining them and that 
this circumstance, in addition to the biblical and rational arguments in 
support of the forms, tips the scales in favour of the substantial forms. 
Many years later, from September 1660 until April 1661, Voetius 
again presided over a series of disputations on creation." The second 
of these deals, once again, with the issue of the forms.!'? It is interest- 
ing to see how Voetius, in various ways, plays down the importance of 
Issues connected with the theory of forms. First of all, Voetius states that 
the issue as such does not at all concern matters of “faith or godliness." 
Moreover, the fact that Voetius has not been convinced by alternative 
theories—such as developed in Cartesian philosophy— does not imply 
that he is opposed to “the harmless considerations of physicists.”!°® For 


146 Cf. thesis 2; SDTh I, 872: “Considerent, an sibi satisfaciant in conciliatione hujus 


opinionis cum sacra scriptura. Verum enim vero consonat: Et millies doctam igno- 
rantiam profitebuntur philosophi Christiani, quam ut vel minima specie praejudicium 
adferant veritati divinae"; Verbeek, Querelle, 105; cf. Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 25, 34. 
See also thesis 5, SDTh I, 877; Verbeek, Querelle, 111; cf. Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 
313. On “learned ignorance,” see the two disputations ‘De docta ignorantia, SDTh III, 
668—692, and Th. Verbeek, ‘Learned Ignorance.” 

147 "Thesis 1, SDTh I, 871: “Non ingerimus haec studiosi, ut omnes nunc stante pede 
formas cum appendicibus suis necessario credant, aut pro iis mordicus condendant ..."; 
Verbeek, Querelle, 105. 

148 ‘Problemata aliquot de creatione, ten disputations, SD V, 148-241. 

149 *Problematum de creatione, pars secunda,’ SD V, 162—163. This is a partial parallel 
to the 1638 disputation, SDT I, 616-619. 

150 *Problematum de creatione, pars secunda,’ SD V, 162: “Nos quamvis fidei aut 
pietatis causam in talibus minime verti sciamus, physicorum tamen innoxias contem- 
plationes hactenus ferociter contemnere nolumus: cum ab aliis fastidiosis et magnificis 
promissoribus ampliora et certiora Philosophemata substituta non videamus, sed meras 
conjecturas, aut ficta possibilia (si non subinde impossibilia) aut abusus et lusus vocabu- 
lorum ..." 
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Voetius substantial forms apparently are not a fundamental issue, but 
he still defends the forms as offering the best available explanation of 
nature. In the second place, the philosophical theory of the forms has a 
limited role with respect to “the first creation," that is to say the “pro- 
duction of things from nothing" (Voetius calls “second creation” God's 
immediate production of forms in existing matter, during five days).'>! 
Voetius discusses the question “Whether the forms of the heavens and 
the elements can be said to be produced from the potency of matter 
(de potentia materiae).” His answer starts by saying that it is sufficient to 
acknowledge the fact itself of “the first creation from nothing,” which 
is described in Genesis 1 and held by faith (Hebrews 11). Voetius holds 
that form and matter have been created “simultaneously ... from noth- 
ing," and he rejects the assumption of an initial chaos as contrary to 
the biblical account.'? ‘Thirdly, even the answer to the next question, 
“Whether form and matter have their own subsistence,” starts with the 
remark that for a theologian this issue will not be important enough 
to devote much time to. Yet Voetius acknowledges that the question 
has a certain theological relevance with respect to the separated soul, 
which has not a “complete” but an “incomplete subsistence" (Voetius 
considers the human soul as a form, the body as matter).'°° 

Voetius's discussion of substantial forms in 1660 suggests that, even 
though he thinks there are sufficient—biblical, rational, and empiri- 
cal—reasons to defend substantial forms and to prefer these to the 
alternatives that had at that time been offered, yet in his view the the- 
ory of substantial forms does not belong to the substance of Christian 
theology. He offers fundamental reasons for adhering to the Aristotelian 
theory of substantial forms, but his attitude toward this theory as a 
product of human thinking has also the practical basis that as yet no 
better theory has been found. 

It seems to be in line with Voetius, therefore, that his successor Petrus 
van Mastricht on the one hand accepted substantial forms but on the 


15! The distinction between first and second creation is explained in ‘De creatione, 
SDTR I, 554. 

13? ‘Problematum de creatione, pars secunda,’ SD V, 162—163; cf. ‘De creatione, pars 
quarta’ [L. Spruit, 29 September 1638], SDTh I, 617-618. 

153 *Problematum de creatione, pars secunda,’ SD V, 163: “questionem hanc tanti 
non facit Theologus: ut de ea multum laborandum putet"; “Hic suffecerit, de omnium 
formarum (inter quas anima rationalis) subsistentia qualicunque sive illa partialis sive 
incompleta dicatur, hoc negandum non esse: cum essentia, existentia, vita propria, 
animae post separationem negari nequeat." On Voetius's view of the soul, see below, 
Chapter 4. 
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other hand, when refuting theological Cartesianism, did not devote a 
special section to the forms. In Novitatum cartesianarum gangraena Van 
Mastricht starts his discussion of Cartesian cosmology by considering 
creation in general (in genere).^* Perhaps the fact that he does not devote 
a special section to the Cartesian denial of substantial forms could be 
explained, partly at least, by the fact that the intention of this work is 
to focus his refutation of Cartesianism on matters that are "harmful 
(noxiae)” to religion.” Given the fact that no special section of Gangraena 
is devoted to the forms, the conclusion seems warranted that Van 
Mastricht did not consider their denial a serious danger for religion. 
He possibly saw less danger in the alternatives of hylemorphism than 
Voetius did, even though he asserted elsewhere that Cartesians “deny 
[substantial forms] without any good reason (absque ulla idonea ratione 
negent)."^* He clearly attributed greater importance to the Cartesian 
hypothesis of the world's gradual development, which he dealt with 
because of its obvious contradiction of the biblical account of creation 
in six days, than to the issue of substantial forms. 

Yet Van Mastricht himself clearly maintains hylemorphism. He states 
that on the later days of creation, it was the substantial forms of things 
that were created from nothing, whereas matter was created on the 
first day. His opponent Petrus Allinga speaks about Van Mastricht’s 


154 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 339-360 (Chapter 19). Subsequent chapters that are 
devoted to creation concern “the soul, the infinity and unity of the world” (pp. 360- 
383), the "system of the world, heaven and earth" (384-396), the "existence and 
essence of angels" (396—403) as well as their “place and motion” (403-409) and their 
“multipresence and works" (409-419), “man’s body and soul” (419-436), the “souls and 
the life of man” (436-447), the human “intellect and will” (447-457), “affections and 
the glandula pinealis” (457-461), “senses and the image of God” (463-477), and finally 
“animals, who lack life, senses and perception” (477-484). No special chapters are 
devoted to the issues of substantial forms and Copernicanism. 

155 Gangraena, 11-12. He does not want to discuss Cartesian novitates that are utiles or 
adiaphorae et innocuae or vanae (in this category he mentions—quoting Samuel Maresius— 
Cartesian assumptions ^... de striatis, insensibilibus, et tamen in infinitum divisibilibus 
particulis; de partibus aquae fluviatilis, sibi contiguis, instar anguillarum inter se con- 
nexarum"; S. Maresius, De abusu philosophiae Cartesianae, 10) or those that are ridiculae.— 
In 1655 Van Mastricht quoted Wittichius as referring to Danaeus's statement that many 
physical issues, such as substantial forms, are unmentioned in the Bible (see Wittichius, 
Dissertationes duae, 116), but he did not discuss the forms in his response in Vindiciae veri- 
latis, 254-256. 

156 ThPTh, 323a (II, c. 6, $14). 

137 Gangraena, 347, 348-349 (“Contra atque hactenus sensere Christiani, statuendo 
formas substantiales, quia non latuerint in potentia materiae, ut sit in generatione et 
alteratione formarum materialium, a Deo perinde ex nihilo productas esse, ac corum 
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“imaginary substantial form." That Van Mastricht still thought in 
terms of substantial forms, is shown by other passages as well,? and by 
his view of the human soul as a form and of the human body as matter 
(see Chapter 4). 

Driessen's position is clearly different from that of both Voetius and 
Van Mastricht in that substantial forms play virtually no part at all in 
his theology of creation. This is probably explained by the fact that he 
seems to have been barely influenced by Aristotelian thought. He was 
educated along Cartesian lines of thinking, in which substantial forms 
were virtually absent, the notable exception being the human soul. It 
has been briefly suggested earlier in this chapter that Driessen adopted 
mechanical ways of interpreting natural phenomena, while maintaining 
that things have natures and that God's concurrence co-operates with 
created things. 

In Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae Driessen seems to adopt a corpuscu- 
lar way of thinking. Strongly corpuscular language is used, for instance, 
with respect to the creation of Eve.'‘! Yet it is important to note that 
even though he thought in terms of material particles, Driessen still 
criticises a physical theory in which “quantity, site, disposition and 
motion" form the theoretical scheme of explanation and no place is 
left for “natures of things" created by God.'? While he admits that 
things consist of particles, Driessen— probably against “evolutionist” 
mechanical hypotheses such as suggested by Descartes—denied a pre- 
liminary creation of “watery and earthly particles”; rather, “water and 
earth are created.”' Driessen had no difficulty in adopting contem- 
porary corpuscular thought to some extent, except when it was used 


materia die primo”), 352; ThPTh, 323a (III, c. 6, $14), 319 (III, c. 6, $2). C£. Voetius’s 
distinction between first and second creation, ‘De creatione, SDTh I, 554. 

158 Allinga, Decades duodecim, 183: “... ad imaginariam suam formam substantialem.” 

159 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 350; ThPTh, 3272 (III, c. 6, $24) and 335b (854). 

160 R. Ariew/M. Grene, “The Cartesian Destiny of Form and Matter,’ 316-320. 

19! Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 264. 

162 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 250-251. 

163 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 254: “Et quidem atomi, non Epicureae illae quae stul- 
tissimum sunt figmentum, sed recte sic dictae particulae materiales a Deo creatae seorsim 
non sunt creatae, neque se movere, neque concurrere et cohaerere potuissent; sed cre- 
ata est, quod deinceps videbimus, distinctae naturae materies totidem particulis mate- 
rialibus vere distinctis et per creantem potentiam (ad quod omnis stupet Philosophia) 
cohaerentibus constans. Non creatae sunt particulae aqueae et terreae quae concur- 
rerint sed creatae est [sic] aqua et terra.” See also 257: “Neque ex atomis invisibilibus 
vel particulis materialibus concurrentibus factus est Mundus. Sed quaclibet corpora ex 
suis particulis constantia creata sunt." 
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in a way seemingly incompatible with the biblical account of creation. 
Even though he is prepared to think in terms of particles, Driessen 
1s still able, in the context of an explanation of the Hebrew word for 
‘create,’ to refer to matter and form in a way that is fundamentally 
identical to Van Mastricht's view on the creation of forms after the 
first day of creation.'^' This reference to forms can be understood 
as another expression of Driessen's view that things have a nature. 
Recent research has highlighted that even a Renaissance Aristotelian 
such as Julius Caesar Scaliger to some extent defended corpuscular- 
lanism.'6 A similar combination of concepts of “natures” and “par- 
ticles” can be noted in Driessen, for instance when he claims “that 
Nature is not immutable, when several particles are changed into oth- 
ers, as occurs in the production of plants and animals," and speaks 
of “creation which alone can change, by command alone, the natures 
of things." Such a combination is also expressed in Driessen's view 
that, in addition to “quantity, disposition and … relation," a “singu- 
lar nature" needs to be focused on.'* By this insistence on “natures” 
Driessen maintains, in a corpuscular conceptual context, what was 
perhaps the main point in Voetius's and Van Mastricht's use of the 
forms. 


164 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 257: one of the two areas in which the 
Hebrew verb 873, indicating “... effectum sistere sine ullis causis secundis ad merum 
voluntatis imperium," can be used is “... in Materia jam creata formam aliquam vel 
in illa aliquid absque ullis naturae legibus et Causis secundis mero voluntatis Jussu 
sistendo." C£ Emerton, Scientific Reinterpretation, 72: “It is often supposed that those who 
embraced atomism or some other particle theory necessarily rejected the traditional 
understanding of bodies in terms of matter and form. But this is so only in a few 
cases." Cf. also Lüthy and Newman, ‘Preface,’ here 224—225: “From Giordano Bruno 
onwards, philosophers sympathetic to corpuscularianism felt they needed in addition 
some kind of ‘formative’ agency to allow the particles to bring about the substances 
and the sundry phenomena observed in nature." 

165 See Ch. Lüthy, 'An Aristotelian Watchdog as Avant-Garde Physicist: Julius Caesar 
Scaliger, The Monist 84 (2001) 542-561. Lüthy coins the “oxymoronic expression” (556) 
of "Aristotelian corpuscularianism." 

166 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 263: “... Naturam non esse immutabilem 
dum aliae particulae vertuntur in alias ut fit in plantarum et animalium productione, 
quo tamen requiritur potentia creans, estque sic plantarum et animalium licet ex 
praeexistenti materia productio veri nominis creatio quae sola naturas rerum solo jussu 
vertere potest." 

197 Sapientia hujus mundi, 50: “... sic ut respectu ipsarum rerum non modo attendamus 
(quod ad res materiales) quantitatem, dispositionem et compositorum distinctorum ad 
se relationem, sed in primis ipsarum illarum particularum quodvis corpus componen- 
tium singularem naturam ...” 
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This makes possible a perhaps paradoxical conclusion. Voetius's de- 
fence of the forms that is especially known from the Utrecht debates 
of 1641—1643 1s no indication of a fusion of theology and philosophy 
that inevitably became meaningless in a non-Aristotelian context. What 
Voetius and Van Mastricht intended could be fused with more corpus- 
cular concepts also if the concept of “natures” was retained. This can 
be seen in Driessen, who thus reveals that a changing alliance with phi- 
losophy does not imply that a central tenet of hylemorphism was given 


up. 


3.3. Copernicanism 


The seventeenth-century discussions on Copernicanism have recently 
been studied by Rienk Vermij in his book on The Calvinist Copernicans. 
Vermij also pays ample attention to Voetius and Voetianism. Coper- 
nicanism as a hypothesis of natural philosophy—the earth's mobility 
was not proven at that time—seemed to contradict biblical texts. The 
Reformer John Calvin 1s known to have made one very critical state- 
ment about people who support the claim that the earth moves but the 
sun does not. Yet Kenneth J. Howell recently suggested: “After twenty- 
five years of scholarly debate, it seems fair to conclude that Calvin 
never opposed Copernican ideas directly, and it is doubtful that he 
ever knew of Copernicus or his system.”!% Still, because of its rela- 
tionship to biblical exegesis the debate on Copernicanism is relevant to 
an investigation of the relationship between theology and philosophy in 
authors such as Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen.!® An additional 
reason for this is the plausible claim of Vermij that in seventeenth- 
century discussions Dutch academic appreciations of Copernicanism 
were divided according to contrary assessments of Cartesian philoso- 
phy: Cartesians supported the Copernican theory that distressed anti- 


168 The text is quoted by R. Stauffer, Dieu, la création et la Providence dans la prédication 
de Calvin, Berne/Francfort/M./Las Vegas 1978, 188, and can be found in a sermon 
on I Cor 10:19-24; Calvini Opera 49, 677. On this text and Calvin’s appreciation of 
Copernicanism, see e.g. KJ. Howell, God's Two Books. Copernican Cosmology and biblical 
Interpretation in Early Modern Science, Notre Dame 2002, 142—143 (the quote is from p. 142; 
references on 259 n. 20); on Howell’s book, see W.R. Shea, Books & Culture 9 (2003), 
No. 2, p. 30. 

169 On theological objections to Copernicanism, cf. E. Grant, In Defense of the Earth's 
Centrality and Immobility: Scholastic Reaction to Copernicanism in the Seventeenth Century, Phila- 
delphia 1984, 61-64. 
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Cartesians. In other words, in the Netherlands Cartesian philosophy 
rather than astronomical research motivated the support for Coperni- 
canism. 7? 

Gisbertus Voetius has been regarded as the central figure of Dutch 
anti-Copernicanism.'”! He probably wrote on Copernicanism for the 
first time in the very first university disputation that he presided over, 
Assertiones theologicae de praeiudicus verae religionis. "? This disputation con- 
sists of theses and corollaries on various (theological) matters. Accord- 
ing to one of the corollaries, the Bible does not support the theory 
of an immobile heaven and a moving earth, but rather denies this in 
such straightforward texts as Psalm 19:6-7, 104:5 and Ecclesiastes 1:4— 
5.13 The Assertiones were criticised in a few pamphlets. One of these 
was an anonymous Examen accuratum disputations primae et quasi inaugu- 
ralis d. Gisberti Voetit, published in 1634 by Jacobus Johannes Batelier, 
a Remonstrant minister who would later criticise Spinoza's Tractatus 
theologico-politicus.* In his 1635 reply to the Examen accuratum, Voetius 


170 Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 185-187, cf. 191—192, 202, 255, 374-375. Cf. R. Hooy- 
kaas, “The Reception of Copernicanism in England and the Netherlands,’ in: Ch. Wil- 
son et al, The Anglo-Dutch Contribution to the Civilization of Early Modern Society, Oxford 
1976, 33-44, here 43. 

171 Thus Vermij, ‘Copernicanisme,’ 364; idem, Calvinist Copernicans, 249. The most 
comprehensive account of Voetius and Voetians in their attitude toward Copernicanism 
is Vermij's Calvinist Copernicans; on Voetius's own argument, see esp. 161—165, 249-250. 
On Voetius see also Howell, God's Two Books, 169; Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 11— 
20; J. Dillenberger, Protestant Thought and Natural Science. A Historical Interpretation, [1960] 
Notre Dame 1988, 95 (I thank Wim Drees for bringing this book to my attention); 
R. Hooykaas, Religion and the Rise of Modern Science, Edinburgh/London 1972, 130-131, 
156; idem, G.J. Rheticus’ Treatise on Holy Scripture and the Motion of the Earth. With Translation, 
Annotations, Commentary and Additional Chapters on Ramus-Rheticus and the Development of the 
Problem before 1650, Amsterdam/ Oxford/New York 1984, 169-170, 182-183; Scholder, 
Ursprünge, 66; Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, IL, 45 and references. 

172 Voetius reprinted the Assertiones (which were defended by D. van Boxtel on 13 Sep- 
tember 1634) in Thersites heautontimorumenos, 335-354 (the “assertions” given on pages 
336-339 are reprinted and commented on in SDT II, 539-551). C£. Vermij, Calvinist 
Copernicans, 162—163; on Voetius’s first disputation and the ensuing discussions, see 
Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, IL, 1-70. 

173 Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 163; Hooykaas, Rheticus’ Treatise, 169; Voetius, Asser- 
tiones, [corollaria] Philosophico-Theologica, thesis 6, in: Thersites heautontimorumenos, 347: 
“Coelum quiescere, terram motu diurno rotari, saltem ex Scriptura probari non potest, 
quin immo non obscure ei repugnat. Ps. 19. v. 9, 7 et 104 v. 5, Ecclesiast. 1 v. 4, 5. 
Exceptiones, quas nonnulli hic adferunt, dilutae et absurdae sunt." The reference to 
“Ps. 19 v. 9, 7" seems to mean Ps. 19:6—7 or, even more plausibly, verses 4-6. 

174 Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, II, 31-32. On Batelier’s reply, which I did not consult, see 
Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 163. On Batelier, see also W. van Bunge, ‘Batelier (Bata- 
lerius, Watelier), Jacobus Johannes,’ BLGNP IV, 25-26; idem, ‘Early Dutch Reception,’ 
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explained his position on the question of whether the earth 1s immobile 
or rotating. '? 

Voetius's answer addresses this particular question, but it also gives 
an insight into how he considered the relationship between theology 
and philosophy, broadly conceived. Theologians, Voetius holds, are 
competent to make statements on the cosmos. This view is an impli- 
cation of his adherence to the authority of Scripture in all it says 
about reality. Voetius claims that this is a traditional viewpoint; he gives 
a list of many authors starting from Irenaeus, Tertullian, Augustine 
onward— who took the Bible as the authoritative starting-point for their 
view of nature. "ë Moreover, biblical exegesis is one of the tasks of a the- 
ologian, and several biblical texts intimate that the earth does not move 
(*Gen. 1, Ps. 104, Josh. 10, Matth. 27; Eccl. 1 and Ps. 19"). Joined with 
the exegetical task 1s the need for apologetics, for the biblical account 
of creation has met with philosophical criticism, which makes it neces- 
sary for a theologian to be aware of the philosophical issues involved. 
A certain right to speak about the issue is given by the fact that the- 
ologians routinely get some training in physics during their academic 
studies.!”® Theologians are authorized to form an informed and intel- 
ligent judgement on issues in astronomy.'? Copernicans on their part 
also make theological statements. '®° In short, Voetius's aim was not to 
attack Philippus Lansbergen, but to offer a correct interpretation of cer- 
tain biblical texts (this time, he mentions Ps. 19:6, 104:5, and Eccl. 1:4- 
5).'%! The connection between biblical exegesis and philosophical issues 
remained characteristic of Voetius's theology. One of the key texts in 
this respect is the 1651 disputation Introductio ad Philosophiam Sacram, in 
which the hypothesis of Copernicans was also briefly mentioned.!* 


227, 242; idem, From Stevin to Spinoza, 113-116; on Batelier as the author of the Examen: 
Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, IL, 47. 

175 Voetius, Thersites heautontimorumenos, 256-283. Cf. Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 163 
(on Thersites heautontimorumenos, 256—261), 249-250; Hooykaas, Rheticus’ Treatise, 182-183. 

V6 "Thersites heautontimorumenos, 256—257, the enumeration of authors on 267-271; on 
the order: biblical arguments first, followed by other arguments, see 269. 

17 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 257. 

178 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 257—258. 

179 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 258-259; several *Copernicianorum rationes" are men- 
tioned on 259-260. 

180 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 261. 

181 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 262—264. Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, IL, 45 n. 3. On Lans- 
bergen, see Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 73-99. 

182 Voetius, Introductio ad Philosophiam Sacram, thes. 4 (Goudriaan/De Niet, ‘Introductio, 
51); Diatribae, 127. 
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A few years after his reply to Batelier, Voetius again mentioned 
Copernicanism when, discussing the third day of creation, he affirms 
the traditional assumption of the immobility of the earth, being “in 
the middle of the world.”! Central are biblical arguments, which he 
divides into three groups. The first category of biblical texts expresses 
the immobility of the earth (Ps. 104:5, Eccl. 1:4, Job 26:7 and 38:4, 6), 
the second group describes a moving sun (Ps. 19:6—7; Eccl. 1:5-6), and 
the texts of the third group “count a standstill and retrogression of the 
sun among the miracles" (Josh. 10; Isa. 37:8). For additional “physical 
and astronomical arguments" Voetius refers to what has been written 
by “Aristotle, Ptolemy, Sacroboscus, Tycho Brahe" and others.'?! 

The 1641 disputation on the Jubilee, which has been mentioned in 
the section on forms, also had a corollary on Copernicanism.!? Voetius 
takes up the issue later in that year in his essay on substantial forms. He 
provides bibliographical references against Copernicanism and divides 
his arguments into two groups: biblical and physical objections. Famil- 
lar biblical texts are mentioned (Josh. 10:12-14, Eccl. 1:4-7; Ps. 19:5- 
7). In addition he takes three physical arguments against Copernican- 
ism from Libertus Fromundus. Arguments in favour of a moving earth, 
however, are “ridiculous” according to Voetius because of their highly 
speculative character.'** Thus, for Voetius three considerations recom- 
mend a rejection of Copernicanism: biblical texts, physical arguments 
and the asserted uncertainty of Copernican arguments. The first point 
was the most important. When Copernicanism is mentioned elsewhere 
by Voetius, one of the main contexts is its divergence from the Bible.'*’ 


183 Selectarum disputationum ex priori parte Theologiae undecimae, de creatione, pars quinta 
[L. Spruit, 6 October 1638], thesis 1 (question 7), later as ‘De creatione, pars quinta 
in SDTh I, 637-639. Cf. Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 165. 

184 De creatione, pars quinta, thesis 1; SDTh I, 638. Voetius in addition specifically 
rejects three opinions that need not be spelled out here. 

185 Diatribe theologica de iubileo ad iubileum Urbani VIII promulgatum hoc anno MDCXLI 
[L. vanden Waterlaet, 18 December 1641], coroll. 2: “Rotatio terrae diurna et annua 
(quam nostra aetate. Keplerus, alique nonnulli Mathematici ex oblivionis tenebris 
eruerunt) veritati divinae sacris literis revelatae directe et evidenter repugnat; nec 
convenit cum rationibus luminis naturalis, quas philosophia hactenus affatim suggessit. 
Dubia quaedam, ut et conjecturae partim incertae partim absurdae, quae contra afferri 
solent, nullam solidam philosophiam, in qua mens veritatis avida acquiescat, fundare 
queunt" (also in SDTh I, 869; trans. Verbeek, Querelle, 100—101; see also 98 for a 
translation of a provisional and longer version of this corollary). Cf. Verbeek, Wereld 
van Descartes, 67; Hooykaas, Rheticus’ Treatise, 170. 

196 SDTh I, 880-881; Verbeek, Querelle, 114-115; Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 11-20. 

197 *Problematum de Deo, pars nona,’ SD V, 131, speaking of *... Cartesii Sectatorum 
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Thus, as has just been noted, in his Introductio ad philosophiam sacram 
Voetius mentions the immobility of the earth as one of the points which 
philosophy should maintain in accordance with the common interpre- 
tation of the Bible. Yet he also remarks that he does not consider those 
who think otherwise—in this and similar other matters—to be heretics, 
but recommends that they respect the usual exegesis and do not make 
public their private philosophical views that deviate from it. A similar 
statement, made in 1656, suggests that the *error"—a view that “can- 
not be proven by any natural demonstration”—in Voetius’s estimation 
is not fundamental.'? Voetius himself does not seem to have partic- 
ipated in writing in the pamphlet discussions that were provoked by 
publications of Lambertus van Velthuysen, but it is not surprising that 
he expressed his sympathy for Velthuysen's opponent, Jacob du Bois. '° 


somnia, quod scriptura in Philosophicis, quae subinde attingit, loquatur secundum 
vulgi errantis errorem, aut cum praedicat quid de subjecto, e. gr. de sole motum seu 
cursum, nolit tamen nos illud docere." 

188 [ntroductio ad philosophiam sacram, thesis 4, second problem, concl. 6: *... Quamvis 
hic errantes non statim haeresios condemnari nolimus: interim reverentiae tantum 
communi christianae ecclesiae sensui et consensul (siquidem scripturis recte intellectis, 
et rectae rationi nondum queant) ab illis tribui velimus, et occasionem scandali in 
tantum declinari, ut secum habitent, et sibi has opinionibus servent: siquidem salutem 
ecclesiae a peculiaribus illis opinionibus ipsorum non pendere, facile ipsos credituros 
arbitror" (c£. Goudriaan/De Niet, ‘Introductio’ 49-50; Diatribae, 125-126). 

199 De errore et haeresi, pars quinta’ [N. Beets, 8 October 1656], SDTh III, 740— 
741: "Errores veritati Philosophicae, etiam Scripturae testimonio confirmatae oppositi, 
quamvis nec directe nec per primam consequentiam sint fundamentales, ideoque in 
se et per se nec haereses sint, nec sapientes haeresin; non tamen neganda sunt sapere 
profanitatem et impudentiam. ... Idem judicandum de otioso et petulanti errore circa 
quietem terrae et motum Solis: Qui cum nulla demonstratione naturali probari possit, 
nec tamen ob reverentiam Scripturae ab eo abstineatur, videant ne temeritatis, et 
profanae petulantiae suae poenas dent, et circa fidem aliquod naufragium faciant: Deus 
non irridetur.” Cf. Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, IL, 45 n. 3. 

190 Cf. Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 272—294, esp. 282; see also Howell, God's Two 
Books, 169-173. The controversy includes pamphlets such as Bewys, dat het gevoelen van 
die genen, die leeren der sonne stilstandt, en des aertrycks beweging niet strydich is met Godts-woort, 
n.p. 1655; J. du Bois, Naecktheyt van de Cartesiaensche Philosophie, ontbloot in een Antwoort op een 
cartesiaensch libel, genaemt Bewys, dat het gevoelen van die gene, die leeren der Sonne-stilstandt, en des 
Aerdtrycks beweging met strydig is met Gods Woort, Utrecht 1655; L. van Velthuysen, Bewys 
dat noch de Leere van der sonne stilstant, en des aertryx bewegingh, noch de gronden vande Philosophie 
van Renatus Des Cartes strijdig syn met Godts woort. Gestelt tegen een Tractaet van J. du Bois 
… Genaemt Naecktheyt vande Cartesiaensche Philosophie ontbloot, etc., Utrecht 1656; J. du Bois, 
Schadelickheyt van de Cartesiaensche philosophie, ofte Klaer Bewys, hoe schadelick die Philosophie is, 
soo in het los maecken van Godes H. Woordt, als in het invoeren van nieuwe schadelicke Leeringen. 
Tot antwoort op de tweede en vermeerderde Druck van Doct. Velthuysens Bewijs, Utrecht 1656. Cf. 
W. Klever, Verba et sententiae Spinozae or Lambertus van Velthuysen (1622-1685) on Benedictus de 
Spinoza, Amsterdam/ Maarssen 1991, 8-10. 
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Voetius's view on Copernicanism, in conclusion, can be summarised 
as follows: clear biblical evidence suggests that the world stands fixed 
while the sun moves. There is physical and astronomical evidence to 
support this, and the contrary arguments put forward by Copernicans 
lack demonstrative force. To adopt the Copernican view constitutes no 
heresy, but the weight of evidence to the contrary should bring Coper- 
nicans not to publicise their dissent. Voetius's position on this point is to 
a large extent similar to his support for the forms: there are biblical and 
other arguments to maintain the forms, and as yet no serious reasons 
for giving them up. 

In 1655 Van Mastricht devoted several pages of his book Vindiciae ver- 
itatis to the defence of biblical testimony “in favour of the Tychonian, or 
rather biblical, motion of the sun."!?! The discussion focuses on biblical 
texts that Van Mastricht interprets—against Wittichius—as teaching a 
moving sun and a stable earth.'” He also maintains this teaching in 
Gangraena, where one of the points discussed in the context of theoreti- 
cal innovations concerning “the system of the world, heaven and earth” 
is the notion that rotation is not characteristic of the sun, but of the 
earth.! Van Mastricht’s rebuttal of the Copernican view concentrates 
on biblical exegesis and the accuracy of the relevant biblical texts in 
which motion is ascribed to the sun and immobility to the earth. A cen- 
tral theological criticism 1s that Cartesian biblical exegesis has a philo- 
sophical rather than textual motivation: Copernicanism exemplifies a 
tendency to grant philosophy normative status at the expense of theol- 
ogy.!% Apart from this relatively short refutation the issue of Coperni- 
canism occurs several times elsewhere in the book. Mainly three con- 
texts can be distinguished. First of all Copernicanism is one of the cases 
in which Cartesian philosophy assumes that biblical texts stay in line 
with popular error rather than express truth. Thus, with Copernican- 
1sm, the reliability of Scripture comes into Jeopardy. Van Mastricht per- 
ceives a broader tendency in Cartesian philosophy according to which 


19! Van Mastricht, Vindiciae veritatis, 120-188 (Chapter 7), here 120. On Van Mastricht 
and Copernicanism, see Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 326-327, where Gangraena and 
ThPTh are discussed; on early Dutch “Tychonians,” see 120-126. 

19? Vindiciae veritatis, 120-146, 167-188; Van Mastricht also reproduces and defends 
several arguments made by Jacob du Bois. 

193 Gangraena, 391—395; the quoted title of Chapter 21 on 384. 

194 Gangraena, 394—395, here 394: “Atque omnia ista sua interpretamenta Scripturae, 
non Scripturis superstruunt Cartesiani, aut superstruere adnituntur, ut fieri hactenus 
apud Reformatos consuevit; sed soli suae Philosophiae." 
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the Bible ultimately is no source for adequate knowledge.'® In the sec- 
ond place, the defence of Copernicanism in the face of contrary biblical 
passages reveals that philosophy no longer functions as ancilla theologiae, 
but dominates the interpretation of the Bible.! Thirdly, moving himself 
into more philosophical territory, Van Mastricht mentions Copernican- 
ism as an illustration of the mistakes that result from the epistemologi- 
cal criterion of clarity and distinction. One of these fallacies is that from 
a power or an essence a conclusion is drawn concerning an act or exis- 
tence: if I perceive something clearly and distinctly it must exist. The 
Cartesian rotating earth and immobile sun— perceived clearly and dis- 
tinctly by Cartesians, and accordingly believed to be real—are products 
of this fallacy. Incidentally, Van Mastricht notes that Descartes himself 
made a more moderate claim by attributing hypothetical status to the 
Copernican view.!” 

Copernicanism is mentioned in Van Mastricht's dogmatic compen- 
dium, 7 heoretico-practica theologia, as well. Here the issue is brought up 
especially in the context of a discussion of creation and the world.!*? 
Because the Bible intimates that an immobile earth is illuminated by a 
moving sun, Reformed theologians oppose Copernicanism and they do 
so, Van Maastricht notes, together with astronomers who adhere to the 
system of Tycho Brahe. Copernicans, on the other hand, fail to pro- 
vide arguments from Scripture and nature, but their argument is that 
on their assumption the phenomena can be explained in a more con- 
venient way.? This is not convincing to Van Maastricht, who detects 
a subjective angle in this argument: human estimation of what is con- 
venient does not warrant a conclusion about God's manner of acting. 
Apart from the fact that the amazing event of a moving sun magni- 
fies God's power, Van Mastricht questions whether Copernicanism does 
indeed provide a better interpretation of observed phenomena. ‘Tycho 
Brahe, he holds, explained these in a satisfactory way (satis commodius). 
Thus, Van Mastricht—like Voetius—doubts whether even on an astro- 


195 Ganeraena, 9—10, 62-63, 65-72. 

196 Gangraena, 47, 79-80, 114-116, 155-156. 

197 Gangraena, 191-192. Van Mastricht’s reference is to Principia philosophiae, III, 819. It 
has been suggested that on a bare hypothetical level Copernicanism perhaps was not 
unacceptable to Voetius either; see Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 21. Cf. on Copernican- 
ism as a “model”: J.H. Brooke, Science and Religion, 89-90. 

198 ThPTh, 332-335 (III, c. 6, theorema tertium) and cf. also 327b (III, c. 6, $28). 
Reference to “Copernicans and Cartesians" also on 312 (MI, c. 5, $2). 

199 ThPTh 333b (III, c. 6, $48). Bible references are to Ps. 93:1, 104:5, 46:3 [or 2], 
96:10, 119:20 [probably verse go is meant], Eccl. 1:4. 
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nomical or physical level Copernicanism can make a convincing case. 
Yet, obviously, for Van Mastricht the main point is that “the constant 
testimony of the Scriptures” should not be sacrificed for what are just 
“philosophical conjectures,"?? such as that a moving sun is hardly plau- 
sible for the human mind.?! What the Bible says, is that the sun moves 
(Van Mastricht refers to Eccl. 1:4, 7; Ps. 19:5—7, Matth. 5:45; Josh. 10:12— 
13, 2 Kgs. 20:9, 11 and Isa. 38:8), but not the earth (Ps. 93:1; 104:5).?? 
Whereas Van Mastricht paid explicit attention to Copernicanism, 
Driessen's work suggests that in his day it had lost much of its inter- 
est. Not many places are found in Driessen's works where he takes a 
stand on Copernicanism. In Lumen et doctrina conscientiae he briefly men- 
tions the biblical notion of a moving sun, and expresses his conviction 
that “no philosophy will convince of the contrary (neque ulla philosophia 


A? 


contrarium persuadebit)” by providing compelling evidence (ulla ratio apo- 
dictica).? This is, in a nutshell, the same position as Voetius and Van 
Mastricht took: Biblical evidence against Copernicanism seems unam- 
biguously clear, and physical evidence for Copernicanism markedly 
weak. That Driessen too defends biblical authority in physical matters 
is no rare position at that time; the widely read Dutch philosopher 
Bernard Nieuwentijt also insisted that earthly motion was unproven.?"! 


200 ThPTh, 333-334 (II, c. 6, $48) and 337b ($65). Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 327. 
Cf. Voetius’s appreciation of “Tycho Brahe Astronomicus ille Atlas” who “pie et solide 
pro Physica et Astronomica Scriptura disserit,” Thersites heautontimorumenos, 268. 

21 ThPTh, 337b (HI, c. 6, 865): *... quod tanti corporis motus, tam velox, captum 
humanum excedat ...” 

202 ThPTh, 337b (UI, c. 6, $65). Van Mastricht concludes by referring to his book 
Gangraena, part 2, Chapter 21, $8-12 (i.e. pp. 391-395). Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 327. 

?05 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 206; 270: *... constantissima scripturae doc- 
trina est non terram circa solem sed solem circa terram moveri, neque Philosophia, 
quae quam harum rerum ignarat sit jam patet et porro patebit, ulla ratione apodic- 
tica contra arguere potest." According to Vermij, unambiguous proof for the earthly 
rotation around the sun dates from the nineteenth century; ‘Copernicanisme,’ 352. Cf. 
Hooykaas, talking about (sixteenth- and seventeenth-century) Puritans, Modern Science, 
133: “There was, of course, at that time no cogent proof for the reality of the motion 
of the earth”; Grant, In Defense, 66-67, here 66: “Before Newton's theory of gravita- 
tion made physical sense of heliocentrism, no arguments presented in its favor were 
formidable enough to render traditional geocentrism untenable,” and cf. Brooke, Sci- 
ence and Religion, 37. The point of philosophical uncertainty was stressed also by the 
eighteenth-century Leiden theologian Bernhardinus de Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, 1T, 
234 235. 

204 See R.H. Vermij, Secularisering en natuurwetenschap in de zeventiende en achttiende eeuw: 
Bernard Nieuwentyt, (PhD diss., University of Utrecht) Amsterdam 1991, 82; cf. idem, 
Calvinist Copernicans, 352-356. On Nieuwentijt, see also J. Bots, Zussen Descartes en Darwin. 
Geloof en Natuurwetenschap in de achttiende eeuw in Nederland, Assen 1972, 16-48; Van Berkel 
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In his reconstruction of the history of Dutch Copernicanism, Rienk 
Vermij mentions a final Dutch discussion on Copernicanism that took 
place in the town of Groningen, where Driessen worked at the time. 
The philosopher Engelhard, against whom Driessen had addressed his 
criticism of Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy, defended Copernicanism 
against a minister in 1737 (one year later another publication developed 
a viewpoint of its own on the issue).?® 

For Voetianism it was not impossible to maintain biblical authority 
while adapting to new developments in astronomy. Bernhardinus de 
Moor, a Leiden Voetian who approvingly referred to Van Mastricht’s 
criticisms of Copernicanism, suggested in 1763 that it might be helpful 
to note that “optical truth" needs not be identical with “physical truth”: 
if Copernicanism indeed is true astronomically, the biblical texts are 
still true with respect to what humans see before their eyes.” This is 
an attempt to maintain the truthfulness of the Bible while accepting 
aspects of Copernicanism—an attempt which neither Voetius, nor Van 
Mastricht nor Driessen felt at all tempted to suggest. They regarded the 
biblical texts as obvious and the physical evidence for Copernicanism 
as scant. 


4. Theories of Accommodation 


Discussions concerning Mosaic physics were one place where several 
theologians and philosophers made use of the notion that God in Scrip- 
ture accommodated Himself to the actual level of public knowledge. In 
itself such a notion is a classical idea in Christianity, for God who is 


in: idem et al. (eds.), History of Science, 77-79; R. Vermij, “Science and Belief in Dutch 
History,’ in: Van Berkel et al. (eds.), History of Science, 332-347, here 340; on Reformed 
esteem of Nieuwentijt, cf. Huisman, Neerlands Israel, 43. 

205 Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 366-368. 

206 De Moor, Commentaria perpetua, IL, 238: “Certe unica ex difficultatibus sese extri- 
candi via hic est, distinguere Veritatem Opticam et Veritatem Physicam, quarum priorem 
doceat Scriptura locis citatis, non posteriorem: Veritas autem physica, quae in hoc 
casu a Veritate Optica differre supponitur, in aliis casibus cum eadem congruit: unde 
tum intelligitur, apte conjungi posse mentionem Motus Solis optice nobis sese offeren- 
tis, cum mentione Motus Lunae, ventorum, descensus pluviae etc., in quibus Veritas 
Optica a Veritate. Physica non distat.” De Moor refers to Van Mastricht's Gangraena 
(391-396) and Vindiciae veritatis (Chapters 7-8): “dum universus ille tractatus pro optimo 
quoque commentario habetur $22, Cap. ii Compendit Theol. Auctoris nostri, et inter alia 
cap. ix sive ultimo prolixe respondetur ad Objectionem illam, quod Finis Scripturae non sit 
docere res Naturales, Physicas.” 
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infinite cannot, as traditional Christian theology admits, be compre- 
hended by finite humans, and therefore He condescends in order to 
be understood by His creatures.?” A significant further step in accom- 
modation theory, however, was taken in the early seventeenth century, 
when some accommodated language came to be viewed as actually 
untrue."* Van Maastricht described that the notion that biblical texts 
follow the erroneam opinionem vulgi was applied to “natural matters (nat- 
uralibus),” but also “practical and moral matters (Practicis et Moralibus)” 
and even “matters of faith (in rebus fidet)? Such a view of accommo- 
dation, of course, weakens biblical authority??? This was, however, not 
the dominant theological viewpoint during the period. It is interest- 
ing to note the contrast between Wittichius’s seventeenth-century con- 
cept of accommodation and the apologetics of an experimental thinker 
such as Bernardus Nieuwentijt, who in the early eighteenth century also 
assumed that ancients did not know much about the details of physics, 
but accordingly considered the accuracy of detailed physical statements 
in the Bible as a proof of its Divine inspiration”! 

What was Voetius's attitude to accommodaton theory? John Calvin's 
view on Divine accommodation has been studied intensively?? but 


207 On classical Reformed views of accommodation, cf. J. de Jong, Accommodatio 
Dei. A Theme in K. Schilders Theology of Revelation, Kampen 1990, 43-50, here 49-50: 
"In summary, the age of orthodoxy, although fundamentally retaining the idea of 
accommodation in the various loci of theology, does not exhibit the same frequent usage 
of the term as in Calvin, nor does it show a recurrent use of the term as a functioning 
methodological principle. On the other hand, in many respects the essential elements 
of Calvin's idea of this term are retained." 

208 In the Voetian pamphlet of Suetonius Tranquillus, Nader openinge, 13, two crit- 
ical passages of Christoph Wittichius are quoted: Wittichius's Dissertationes duae, 3—4: 
*... dicimus Scripturam saepissime loqui de rebus naturalibus, secundum opionionem 
vulgi, non secundum accuratam rei veritatem ...," and 30-31: *... Scripturam loqui 
aliquando ex opinione erronea, non ex stricta rei veritate ...” 

?9 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, Chapters 5 (62), 8 (91) and 9 (96). 

210 Cf. W. Pannenberg, Systematische Theologie, I, Göttingen 1988, 44-45. Pannenberg 
speaks of the “Prozeß der inneren Aushóhlung der altprotestantischen Lehre von der 
Schriftinspiration”; idem, Theologie und Philosophie, 150 note 21. 

211 On Nieuwentijt, see Bots, Zussen Descartes en Darwin, 43-44. 

212 Literature is mentioned by J. Balserak, “The God of Love and Weakness. Calvin's 
Understanding of God's Accommodating Relationship With His People,’ WIJ 62 
(2000) 177-195, here especially at 177-179. See also D.F. Wright, ‘Calvin’s Accommo- 
dating God,’ in: W.H. Neuser/B.G. Armstrong (eds.), Calvinus Sincerioris Religionis Vindex. 
Calvin as Protector of the Purer Religion, Kirksville 1997, 3-19; idem, ‘Calvin’s “Accommo- 
dation” Revisited,’ in: P. De Klerk (ed), Calvin as Exegete, Grand Rapids 1995, 171— 
190 (I thank Jon Balserak for his references); P. Helm, John Calvin’s Ideas, Oxford 2004, 
Chapter 7. 
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according to R. Hooykaas, “Calvin’s accommodation theory was pre- 
cisely the sort of reasoning that Voet opposed as much as possible."??? 
Arnold Williams claimed that exegetes of Genesis during the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries usually worked with a notion of accommoda- 
tion, “even those otherwise prone to ascribe scientific authority to Gen- 
esis.”?!! The theory was not new at that time: with respect to creation 
similar statements from ‘Thomas Aquinas, for example, are quoted by 
Herman Bavinck.?? Voetius too was not altogether opposed to a theory 
of accommodation and therefore Hooykaas's statement requires qual- 
ifications. Voetius certainly accepts the accommodation of an infinite 
God to a finite manner of speaking.?! Metaphorical speech can be one 
expression of accommodation. Voetius does not wish to say, of course, 
that all biblical passages about natural things should be taken liter- 
ally. Prophecies of remarkable natural phenomena before the advent of 
Christ, for instance, should be seen as metaphorical.?? Voetius admits 
that God is as it were “babbling” to humans “when He speaks about 
His actions and works."?!? 


?13 Hooykaas, Modern Science, 131. 

214 Williams, The Common Expositor, 176. 

215 See Bavinck, Jn the Beginning, 120 (Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, IL, 458), who quotes from 
Aquinas, S. Theol. I, q. 70, art. 1 (his reference to a non existent art. 4 obviously is 
a misprint): “Moyses autem rudi populo condescendens secutus est quae sensibiliter 
apparent ..."; see also q. 66, art. 1 ad 1 and ad 2. Cf. also S. Theol. I, q. 67 art. 4, 
mentioning an argument of Chrystostom: “... quia Moyses loquebatur rudi populo, qui 
nihil nisi corporalia poterat capere, quem etiam ab idololatria revocare volebat," and 
I, q. 68, art. 3: “Sed considerandum est quod Moyses rudi populo loquebatur, quorum 
imbecillitati condescendens, illa solum eis proposuit quae manifeste sensui apparent." 

216 For instance, in texts such as 2 Timothy 1:9 and others, temporal predicates are 
used “metaphorically” for God. ‘De creatione, pars quarta,’ SDTh I, 623. 

?!7 Voetius, De creatione, pars secunda,’ SDTh I, 594, with reference to Haggai 2:7-8 
(Le., probably, 6—7), Ezekiel 47:12, Isaiah 11:6. 

?18 Dissertatio epistolica de termino vitae [1634], re-published, with separate page num- 
bers, in SD V, 76: “Addimus nos, Deum etiam balbutire nobiscum, quando de action- 
ibus et effectis suis loquitur. Abstrahentium non esse mendacium pronuntiat Philoso- 
phus; nedum ut analogizantium sit, nisi analogis vocibus (analogia scilicet proportionis 
ut loquentur Scholastici) hoc est metaphoricis, et tropicis scatentem Scripturam mare 
mendacium; et Logicos ac Rhetores de analogia nominum commentantes mendacio- 
rum architectos dicere velimus"; 77-78: “Nostri vocem prolongare |viz. vitae] analogice 
seu anthropopathice accipiunt et exponunt, non proprie ... Et cum ea utitur Spiritus 
S. balbutire eum in ista analogia, et translatione rectissime affirmant: humanis enim 
et terrenis vocibus actus divinos intellectui nostro repraesentat, et inaccessibili lumi- 
nis istius splendorem, quasi carbone delineat; non propter se sed propter nos, quo- 
rum oculi cum se habeant ut noctuarum ad Solem (teste Aristotele) ab excellent illo 
lumine praestinguuntur. Sexcentae ejusmodi voces occurrunt in Sacris, E.G. dormire, 
sedere, surgere, expergisct, descendere, adscendere, procul esse, etc. Ubi ergo descendit Deus, 
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Yet he interprets the passages regarding the motion of the sun in 
a literal way and therefore opposes Copernicanism and the view that 
these texts are accommodations to popular misconceptions. Voetius 1s 
unconvinced that ancient civilisations were less able to understand the 
issue than the Dutch of his own day. Voetius's doctrine of biblical inspi- 
ration 1s, of course, a major reason why accommodation to error can- 
not make sense: even if the ancient people of Israel were mistaken, 
in the Bible the issue could have been left open.?? The link between 
accommodation to prevalent error and Copernicanism 1s mentioned in 
a critical way elsewhere in Voetius's work as well.?? Natural philosophy 
also seems the field on which Voetius confronted for the first time the 
notion of accommodation to error. This was in 1635 in a debate with 
an Arminian theologian, Batelier, who claimed that the Bible's main 
focus concerns religious matters, whereas other issues are dealt with in 
a less accurate way. For Voetius, however, such a distinction between 
religious and non-religious matters in the Bible 1s unacceptable.?! Bate- 
lier’s approach not only departs from theological tradition,” it also 
weakens biblical authority and strengthens the opponents of Christian- 
ity. If, Voetius says, the writers of the Bible did not have the ability to 
tell the truth, “the Word of God is not authentic”; if they did not want 


nos ascendimus, ubi se dimittit aeterna sapientia, nos omnia eminenter ac remota 
imperfectione, Beongenoüg intelligamus, et triplici viae ex Dionysio Areopagita (vulgo 
ita dicta) tantopere celebratae insistamus JVegationis scilicet causalitatis, eminentiae.” This 
“babbling” takes place with respect to promises concerning present and eternal life, 
78-79. 

219 De errore et haeresi, pars tertia’ [I. Biscop, 14 July 1655], $DT7 UI, 720-721. 

220 Such as ‘Problematum de Deo, pars nona,’ SD V, 131. The systema mundi is men- 
tioned in Introductio ad philosophiam sacram, thesis 4, problem 2, concl. 5, with a reference 
to Voetius's earlier discussion with Batelier (cf. Goudriaan/De Niet, “Introductio; 51; Dia- 
tribae, 127). 

221 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 266-267; here on 266, Voetius cites Batelier as saying 
“Phrasis scripturae non solet esse tam accurata in iis, quae ad religionem non perti- 
nent" and compare Voetius’s description of Batelier's view, 271: “... Spiritus sanctus 
non tradit in sacris literis Astronomica, Chronologica, Geographica, Nautica, Geo- 
metrica, Physica, et similia quae ad fidem et salutem non sunt necessaria: aut si per 
occasionem istorum mentionem faciat, non loquitur accurate aut ex rel veritate, sed 
secundum vulgares errores, et stultas hominum imperitorum opiniones: itaque veri- 
tas istarum rerum ex scripturis probanda non est.” Cf. Howell, God's Two Books, 169, 
267 n. 106-107; Hooykaas, Modern Science, 131, 156 footnote 63. Later, Voetius referred 
back to his discussion in Thersites heautontimorumenos in, e.g., ‘De creatione, pars sexta’ 
[L. Spruit, 13 October 1638], SDTh I, 691; De errore et haeresi, pars tertia,’ SDT HI, 
720-721. 

222 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 267-269. 
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to tell the truth, they are responsible for the misconceptions of read- 
ers.” Moreover, in a list of “hypotheses” connected with this theory of 
accommodation, especially with regard to Copernicanism, Voetius lists 
as one ofthe theory's problems its inherent claim that the Holy Spirit in 
inspiring the Bible was not interested in physical accuracy, but by His 
ordinary influence on human beings such as Copernicus He revealed 
interest in the matter.?* The main objection is, of course, that this con- 
ception of accommodation to error denies the “certainty and Divine 
authority of Scripture,” and leaves us with the notion “[t]hat Scripture 
has only been written for the instruction in faith, and in piety ...”? 
Batelier would later oppose Spinoza, but here Voetius's summation of 
his view resembles what Spinoza suggested a few decades later in his 
Tractatus theologico-politicus. 

The Voetian pamphlets against Cartesianism published in 1656 op- 
pose Christopher Witüchius's view of accommodation to mistaken 
views.??° In opposition to the rationalistic exegesis that is connected 
with this view the reader is reminded that “... one should not depart 
from the literal meaning of the words for any external reasons given, 
as it were, by philosophy, but only for theological reasons presented 
by Scripture itself??? Voetius’s earlier work, however, contains at least 
one passage which since the 1650s he may not have wished to repeat 
without caveats. In his Dissertatio epistolica de termino vitae from 1634 (and 
reprinted in 1669), he admits that the Bible occasionally describes mat- 
ters such as people take these to be, but which are in reality different. 
He mentions several places in the Bible, but none of them 1s related to 


?23 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 270—271, here 271: “Aut enim non potuerunt sacri scrip- 
tores ex rei veritate de rebus naturalibus loqui aut noluerunt. Si nequiverint jam ver- 
bum Dei non est authenticum, nec ipsi acti fuere a Spir. sancto. Si noluerint, tum 
sequitur eos infinitos homines in absurdos illos errores pertraxisse, quos sanctifica- 
tionem nominis divini, et pietati non parum obesse disputat amicus noster D. Iacobus 
Lansbergius ..." Cf. Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 249-250. 

224 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 280—283, here 280. Cf. Hooykaas, Modern Science, 131, 
156 n. 63. 

?25 "T hersites heautontimorumenos, 283. 

226 Suetonius Tranquillus, Nader openinge, 13; idem, Den overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 33-36. 

227 Suetonius Tranquillus, Den overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 35: “Daer in tegendeel alle recht- 
sinnige Theologanten/ van tijdt tot tijdt ghevoelt hebben/ ende daer in continueren/ 
dat de sin en meyninge der Goddelijcker schriften gehaelt moet werden uyt de Schrift- 
uere selve/ ende derhalven datmen niet behoort van den eygentlijcken sin der woorden 
af te wijcken/ om eenighe buyten redenen die de Philosophie quansuys geeft/ maer 
alleen om Theologische redenen/ die de Schrifture selve toe-dient." 
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natural things.” Probably Voetius’s criterion for recognising this kind 
of accommodated speech is the same as that of the cited Voetian pam- 
phlets: theological reasons given in Scripture itself.?? 

Petrus van Mastricht extensively debated the theory of accommo- 
dation to human errors, especially i opposition to Christopher Wit- 
tichius and Cartesianism. But he too accepted the notion of a Divine 
accommodation to finite human understanding. He admitted that in 
the Bible the Holy Spirit sometimes makes use of less precise expres- 
sions, allegoric language, anthropomorphisms or expressions caused by 
prejudice (verba, quae ex praejudico aliquo vulgari ortum traxerint) that describe 
some truth.?? According to him, “the Spirit accommodates Himself not 
only in natural matters, but also in matters of faith to our understand- 
ing and babbles with us, as can be seen in the doctrine of the divine 
attributes."??! [t can even be said “that God, in such errors as do not 
constitute sin nor concern salvation, accommodates Himself to popu- 
lar understanding, namely insofar as this can be done while safeguarding His 
veracity ..."?*? However, a view of Divine accommodation implying that 
God makes false statements does not honour God and denies the reli- 
ability of the Bible, and as such is theologically unacceptable.?? This 


228 Voetius, De termino vitae, 68: “Nec est insolens in Scriptura, ut possibilitatis causae 
attendatur (de qua infra ad object. V) aut ut res dicatur talis esse, quae opinione 
et fallaci hominum judicio talis habetur. Math. 13 v. 12: Quod habet auferetur, h.e. quod 
videtur habere, Luc. 1 v. 18, sic Johan. 15 v. 2 palmites non ferentes fructum dicuntur 
esse in Christo; quod intelliges de subtilibus hypocritis, qui cum putant et gloriantur 
se esse in Christo, et alios et seipsos fallunt, Jacob. 1 vers. 26. Adde Exod. 32 cum 
Apoc. 3, ubi dicuntur deleri de libro vitae, qui scripti scilicet sunt, non intus in libro 
praedestinationis secundum rei veritatem, sed qui secundum hominum opinionem, et 
spem suam ibi se scriptos putabant Augustin. In Psalm 96, Tostatus, Lyranus, Burgensis 
ad Exod. 32, Thomas in 1, quaest. 24, art. 1 et 3.” 

229 Suetonius Tranquillus, Den overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 37; Verdedichde oprechticheyt, 26-27. 

230 Van Mastricht, Vindiciae veritatis, 8, 11-12, 28-29 (cf. Calvin); quote on 12. 

?31 Vindiciae veritatis, 45: "Caetera libenter admittimus Spiritum non in naturalibus 
modo, sed et in ipsis rebus fidei, sese accommodare ad captum nostrum, et nobiscum 
balbutire, ut in doctrina de attributis divinis videre est.” 

232 Vindiciae veritatis, 46: “Concedimus enim libenter, Deum in hujusmodi erroribus, 
qui non constituunt peccatum, nec salutem tangunt, sese accommodare captui vulgari, 
quantum scil: hoc salva veracitate sua fieri potest, ex quo non sequitur, ipsum debere in 
gratiam erroris vulgaris, falsa loqui, hoc autem erat concludendum." Cf. also, on 
the New Testament use of the Septuagint, 49: "Concedimus Sp. Sanctum historice 
posse referre aliorum errores, nihil in iis vel approbando vel improbando: atque hoc 
sensu Spiritum S. posse allegare erroneam 70 interpretum versionem, non est quod 
disputemus," and yet, 50, “... negamus tamen constanter sententiam citatam eousque 
posse esse falsam, quousque facit ad scopum citantis.” 

233 Vindiciae veritatis, 13; Gangraena, 71-73, 102—109. 
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1s Van Mastricht's main, but not his only, objection to the assumption 
of a Divine accommodation to wrong views. One of his other observa- 
tions is that the notion of an adaptation to people's errors significantly 
expands the authority of philosophy and human reason. Philosophi- 
cal reason 1s the subject that identifies, in the Bible, accommodated 
talk as distinct from accurately true discourse. The implication is that 
reason, not Scripture, is the privileged and authoritative criterion. of 
truth. Moreover, rational thinking takes the place of faith in God (1 Cor. 
2:5), whereas it rather should be subjected to the Word of God.?* It 
seems that rational thought plays a central role also in identifying those 
forms of accommodated speech in the Bible that Van Mastricht him- 
self acknowledged, but the order of authority 1s indeed inverted when 
human reason is to distinguish not only proper from accommodated 
language, but truth from falsity. 

In his study on the interpretation of the book of Genesis in the period 
1527-1633 Arnold Williams mentions Genesis 1:16 as a text which com- 
mentators frequently explained with the help of a concept of accom- 
modation: the created moon is called a “great light" because it appears 
great to human beings.?? It is interesting to see whether Voetius, Van 
Mastricht and Driessen joined this classical line of interpretation, espe- 
cially in view of the fact that this text from Genesis seems for Driessen, 
in his 1728 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, a rare occasion to speak about 
accommodation.?* [t provides clear insight, however, into the basic ele- 
ments of Driessen's view on accommodation. He rejects, like Voetius 
and Van Mastricht did, the notion of an accommodation to physical 
errors. He rather defends the truthfulness of the text by pointing out 
that moon and sun are not called “NN lights (luces) but NWA lumi- 
naria or lamps (lucerna)”: the latter term indicates their ability to spread 
light”? Moreover, he considers estimations of the size of planets as 


234 Vindiciae veritatis, 13, 20-26, 32, 36-37; Gangraena, 103-104. 

235 Williams, The Common Expositor, 177. On Genesis 1:16 see also Harrison, The Bible, 
Protestantism, and the Rise of Natural Science, 134; Howell, Gods Two Books, 34, 101, 141, 163, 
177, 221—222; Vermij, Calvinist Copernicans, 340; A. Funkenstein, Theology and the Scientific 
Imagination from the Middle Ages to the Seventeenth Century, Princeton 1996, 216. 

236 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 265-267, here 265: *Heic vero te protinus 
offendet Lunam a Mose vocari Lumen et quidem magnum et minus tantum respectu solis. 
Lunam tu credis esse corpus opacum solares radios tantum reflectens et fantillum respectu 
stellarum fixarum. Quare pronunciabis, non secundum exactam veritatem Physicam 
sed vulgi opinionem, errantem licet, narrare Mosem.” 

?37 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 265. The single exception to this distinction between 
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uncertain.?? Accordingly, not even for his interpretation of Genesis 1:16 
does Driessen need a concept of accommodation. He rather opts for 
a literal exegetical approach. This is fully consonant with his broader 
intention to defend “Mosaic origins." 

Voetius interpreted Genesis 1:16 as meaning that because of the small 
distance between earth and moon, the latter is bigger not only in 
appearance, but also *by efficiency and power of action (efficacia. ac 
virtute agendi)" It is with respect to this power to spread light that 
the moon is called big.” A similar interpretation has been suggested 
by Tycho Brahe.?? On this interpretation the text can be understood 
without reference to accommodation. In Novitatum cartesianarum gangraena 
Van Mastricht mentions the “Cartesian” theory “that the moon is in 
the proper sense and in itself not a luminosity (lunam proprie et per se 
non esse luminare," but is qualified this way in the Bible “according 
to the external appearance only"?! Van Mastricht does not offer an 
exegesis of Genesis 1:16, but refers to earlier refutations of Christopher 
Wittichius’s De abusu Scripturae in philosophia. In 1655 he had published 
himself a refutation of Wittichius’s Dissertationes duae, in which he deals 
with Genesis 1:16, as it had been mentioned by Wittichtus as a case 
of accommodation to error (non secundum ret veritatem)? Van Mastricht 
defends the view that *sun and moon are, according to accurate truth, 
bigger than the other stars, yet not because of the extension of mass 
(molis, but because of the intensity of powers (virium), especially of 
illumination ..., as well as because of other effects ..."?9 This is the 


luces and luminaria is Psalm 136:7-9 (*... quod fieri licet quia Luminare habet lucem sed 
non ipsum Luminare Lux est"), 166. 

238 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 265—266, see also 267—270 (including a long quotation 
from Ruardus Andala). 

239 Voetius, ‘De creatione, pars sexta,’ SDTh I, 697: *... Summa huc redit, Quod 
luna terris sit vicinissima, et sic apparet non tantum major, sed et efficacia ac virtute 
agendi omnibus aliis stellis major est, et consequenter quod ad rationem luminaris et 
non quod ad rationem molis recte dicitur luminare magnum." Voetius refers to his 
earlier discussion of the issue in Thersites heautontimorumenos; see 276—280. 

210 See Howell, God's Two Books, 101. 

241 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 390, quoting extensively from E. Burman, Synopsis theolo- 
giae, et speciatim oeconomiae foederum Dei, 1, Utrecht 1671, 302-303, here at 302: “... Quan- 
quam valde improprie, et non nisi juxta externam apparentiam, Luna ipso nomine 
veniat [i.c. of magna luminarium] ... Ita ut hic Sp. S. sermone populari, et ex vulgi 
praejudiciis orto utatur." Cf. Petrus Allinga's reply to Van Mastricht in Decades duodecim, 
211-212. 

242 Vindiciae veritatis, 98-112, quote on 98. 

?43 Vindiciae veritatis, 100. 
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literal interpretation which Voetius also favoured, and which makes 
a reference to accommodation redundant. It is also present in Van 
Mastricht's Theoretico-practica theologia.” 

With respect to Genesis 1:16, a text frequently viewed as an instance 
of accommodated discourse, Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen pre- 
ferred a literal interpretation that indicated in which respect this text 
expresses genuine truth. Their insistence of the truthfulness of the 
Bible—also in matters related to created reality on earth—implied 
opposition to the notion of a Divine accommodation to erroneous view- 
points. This notion not only endangers the Divine inspiration of the 
Bible or God's veracity but it also placed, as Van Mastricht noted, 
philosophical rationality above the biblical text insofar as it granted 
human reason the task of distinguishing accommodated inaccuracy 
from genuine truth (which is different from the traditional rational 
task of finding truth in accommodated discourse, such as theological 
anthropomorphisms). Seen from this perspective, the rejection of the 
new theory of accommodation is also—in addition to a defence of bib- 
lical authority even in physical matters??—a defence of the supremacy 
of theology.?'5 


244 ThPTh, 336a—b (IIL, c. 6, 858): “Duo magna Sol et Lunam ita dicta non a disco, 
qui ab aliis quibusdam sideribus multum exceditur; sed a /umine quod spargunt, et ab 
efficacia, quam impendunt nostro orbi ...” 

245 Voetius, ‘De creatione, pars sexta,’ SDTh I, 689: “Quamvis enim observationes, 
observationumque collectiones, et comparationes, et ex illis hypothesibus consequen- 
tiarum firmationes et argumentorum eductiones in scriptura non proponantur, nec 
inde etiam primum discendae ac petendae sunt: tamen nullae hypotheses sumendae[,] 
nullae theses defendendae, nulla argumenta producenda, quae veritati scripturae con- 
tradicant, et autoritati ejus pracjudicent." 

246 In this chapter material has been carried over, mutatis mutandis, from my article 
‘Driessens theologische kritiek.” 


CHAPTER THREE 


THE PROVIDENCE OF GOD, SECONDARY 
CAUSALITY, AND RELATED TOPICS 


I. Introduction 


The doctrine of Divine providence is closely related to that of creation. 
In the Leiden textbook Synopsis purioris theologiae André Rivetus defines 
providence as having both an eternal and a temporal aspect: “the pre- 
exisüng concept in the Divine mind of the order of things toward an 
end, that is, the practical knowledge of God by which He has pre- 
ordered from eternity, and guides in time, every thing toward its end, 
to His glory.”! In various ways the providence of God was an issue in 
many debates during the seventeenth century. 

In the Reformed church this was especially the case during the con- 
flict on Arminianism which was officially decided at the Synod of Dordt 
(1618-1619), where Voetius was one of the members? One of the main 
concerns of the Synod was to vindicate God's sovereign work of grace 
in man, in contrast to theories that seemed to make God's acts to a 
greater or lesser degree dependent on human effort? Thus the con- 
flict also concerned the relationship between God as First Cause and 
humans as secondary causes,* as can be said of other seventeenth- 


! A. Rivetus, "Disputatio XI. de providentia Dei’ [C. Becius], thes. 2, in: H. Bavinck 
(ed.), Synopsis purioris theologiae, 88: “Consideratur secundum duplicem actum: unum 
aeternum, alterum in tempore: quos una definitione complecti possumus, si dicamus, 
esse praeexistentem in mente divina rationem ordinis rerum in finem, id est, notitiam Dei practicam, 
qua ab aeterno praeordinavit, et in tempore dirigit unamquamque rem in finem suum, ad gloriam 
suam”; (cf. the Dutch trans. by D. van Dijk, I, 93). 

? On Voetius and the Synod of Dordrecht, see Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, I, 284-291; 
H.H. Kuyper, De post-acta of nahandelingen van de Nationale Synode van Dordrecht, index s.v.; 
cf. B. Glasius, Geschiedenis der Nationale Synode, in 1618 en 1619 gehouden te Dordrecht, in hare 
vóórgeschiederas, handelingen en gevolgen, IL, Leiden 1861, 44-45. 

3 Cf. the Canons of the Synod of Dordrecht, in: Bakhuizen van den Brink, Belijdenis- 
geschriften. 

* Cf., as an illustration of the variety in causal terminology, Appendix D in K.D. 
Stanglin, “To Comfort the Afflicted and Upset the Secure: Jacobus Arminius and 
the Roots of the Leiden Debate over the Assurance of Salvation, PhD diss., Calvin 
Theological Seminary, Grand Rapids 2005 (I thank Wim Janse for bringing this to my 
attention). 
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century discussions too. The mechanical conception of nature—pro- 
moted, among others, by Descartes—, left more room for God's acts 
at creation than afterwards in conservation (although Descartes defined 
God's conservation of things as a continued creation)” Leibniz's con- 
ceptions of a pre-established harmony and of sufficient reason went in 
the same direction. Thus, on the one hand some early modern philo- 
sophical conceptions suggested a restricted view of God's activity, but 
on the other hand contrary positions were defended that tended to 
deny the operative power of secondary causes. In 1714, for example, 
the Reformed minister Carolus Tuinman attacked the position of “lib- 
ertines” who “say that God does everything, and the creature nothing.” 
A few decades later the ecclesiastical commotion on the re-edited med- 
itations (Zielseenzame meditatien) of J.W. Eswijler included, among other 
matters, a discussion of how, on Reformed premises, human passivity 
should be understood.’ In his 1719 Theologiae naturalis brevior et rudior deli- 
neatio, Driessen mentioned creation and providence as areas of special 
apologetic interest.? 

There is ample occasion, therefore, to ask the question of how Voet- 
ius, Van Mastricht, and Driessen thought of the relationship between 
First Cause and secondary causes (82). A special case, as it were, of 
the relationship between God and secondary causes is the issue of 
how the human will relates to the all-guiding providence of God. Can 
the human will be called “free” and, if so, in what sense ($3)? The 
comprehensive scope of God's providence makes the question hard to 
avoid as to how providence is related to evil and sin. The question itself 
is classic and in early modern philosophy Leibniz in particular became 
known for the stance he took in the 7 Aéodicée (§ 4). In addition to God's 
general conservation of creation Christian theology also professes that 
He 1s free to choose to intervene by way of miracles. Early modern 
thought includes philosophical views which leave little or no room for 


5 Cf. Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, Pannenberg, Theologie und Philosophie, 151—152. 

9 C. Tuinman, De heilloze gruwelleere der vrygeesten, in haar grond en tzamenschakeling uit 
derzelver schriften aangewezen, ontmaskert, en wederlegt, Middelburg 1714 (repr. Rumpt 1999, 
with a preface by C. Graafland), 119. On Tuinman, see WJ. Fournier in BLGNP, I, 
382—383; M. Wielema, The March of the Libertines. Spinozists and the Dutch Reformed Church 
(1660-1750), Hilversum 2004, 171—175; Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands Cartesianisme, 179. Cf. 
on this point e.g. Driessen's pupil, Alexander Comrie, in his Het A.B.C. des geloofs of 
verhandeling van de benamingen des zaligmakenden geloofs volgens de letters van het alphabet, 6th ed., 
Utrecht 1985 s.v. ‘verwachten,’ 145. 

7 See Van Lieburg, Eswijlerianen. 

8 Driessen, Theologiae naturalis brevior et rudior delineatio, [iti]. 
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miracles ($5)? Finally, God's guiding providence clearly has a historical 
aspect. Therefore, it is appropriate also to ask the question of what 
view of history, in the main lines, Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen 


adopted ($6). 


2. The Relation Between the First Cause and Secondary Causes 


2.1. Voetius on Divine Predetermination, Secondary Causality, and Contingency 


Reformed confessions teach both the all-encompassing scope of God’s 
providence and the reality of secondary causality.'° This is essentially 
also Voetius’s position.!! The question can be asked as to how both 
parts of this position relate in a coherent way." That Voetius defended 
both God's universal providence and secondary causality 1s clear from 
his writings. One well-known context in which he defended secondary 
causality 1s his early defence of substantial forms. In the Appendix of 
his Diatribe theologica de iubileo from December 1641 he expresses his fear 
that an abolition of the forms naturally leads to an ‘absurd’ denial of 
secondary causes as such, so that only the causality of the First Cause is 
left: if created things are supposed to have no internal principle causing 
their motion, this motion must be the effect of an external cause.'* This 


? On Spinoza's rejection of miracles, cf. Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 218—229; 
S. Shirley (trans.), Baruch Spinoza, Tractatus T heologico-Politicus, 124—139. 

10 J. Rohls, Theologie reformierter Bekenntnisschriften, Göttingen 1987, 70. For a review of 
the American edition of this book (J. Hoffmeyer/].L. Stotts, eds., Reformed Confessions: 
Theology from Zurich to Barmen, Louisville 1998), see W. Janse in Church History 69 (2000) 
663—664. 

11 On this subject and on what follows in this section, see J.A. van Ruler, ‘New 
Philosophy to Old Standards. Voetius’ Vindication of Divine Concurrence and Sec- 
ondary Causality,’ NAA/DRCH 71 (1991) 58-91; cf. idem, Crisis of Causality, Chapter 9 
(261-301). Cf. also AJ. Beck, “Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676). Basic Features of His Doc- 
trine of God’; P. Helm, ‘Synchronic Contingency in Reformed Scholasticism. A Note of 
Caution,’ NIT 57 (2003) 207-222; AJ. Beck/A. Vos, ‘Conceptual Patterns Related to 
Reformed Scholasticism,’ MIT 57 (2003) 223-233; P. Helm, ‘Synchronic Contingency 
Again, NTT 57 (2003) 234-238. See also, more generally, W. Hübener, ‘Praedetermi- 
natio physica,’ HWPh VII, 1216-1225. 

12 Cf. Van Ruler, ‘New Philosophy,’ 89. 

13 Voetius, ‘Diatribe theologica de iubileo’ [L. Vanden Waterlaet], Utrecht 1641, 
Appendix, thesis 2; see ‘De creatione, SDTh I, 872-873: “Videndum an non hinc pro- 
clivior prolapsus, cum quis rationibus et consequentiis urgetur, in absurdam hanc opi- 
nionem: ‘Non dari causas secundas propria causalitate praeditas, sed tantum causam 
primam ac universalem agere ad praesentiam, et dispositionem causarum secunda- 
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affirmation of secondary causality is not incidental in Voetius, nor is it 
indeed in Reformed orthodoxy generally. 

As an illustration of the common acceptance of secondary causality 
by Reformed theologians, a few quotes can be given from William 
Ames’s exposition on Divine providence. Making a distinction between 
God's direct and indirect providence, Ames says: “... in those things in 
which, because of their nature, secondary causes prevail, God is said 
to work not directly but indirectly. He works through the mediating 
subjects and the power of secondary causes.”'! Obviously, secondary 
causes have their own force, so that an effect can be said to be produced 
directly by these, and indirectly by God. How these causes are controlled 
by God is briefly indicated in the following passage, in a way that 
underlines their dependence on God: 


All secondary causes are predetermined to some extent by the force of 
this government [of God]. First, they are stirred to work by an influence, 
or previous motion. Some such process is necessary to put into action 
that which was before only potentially in the creature (before the com- 
munication and maintenance of power). Second, the causes are applied 
to the object towards which they work, Ezek. 21:21, 22; 2 Sam. 16:10. 
Third, by force of the same government they are given order, 1.e., lim- 
its and bounds are set to their actions, Job 1:12; 2:6; 38:10. Some good 
results from their actions, Gen. 50:20.? 


Viewed in this light it is not surprising that Voetius's defence of sec- 
ondary causality—in the context of God's providence—antedates his 
opposition to Cartesianism. This can be shown from his publications 
prior to the controversies that started in 1641. First of all, when he still 
was a Reformed pastor in the town of Heusden, Voetius defended the 


rum.’ Absurdum hujus opinionis vide commonstratum a Scholasticis, et recentioribus 
metaphysicis ac theologis, in loco de Providentia, de concursu Dei cum creaturis. Con- 
sequentiae, quibus urgeri possent, sint istae. 1. Non dari Dei concursum, nec motionem 
primi motoris accomodatam ad naturas et proprietates causarum secundarum, sive illae 
necessariae sint, sive contingentes. 2. non esse in substantiis creatis motorem intrinse- 
cum, et principium substantiale motus internum ac proprium: nam dispositio mobilis 
ad motum a quantitate, figura, positura non est activitas aut causalitas causae efficien- 
tis, sed tantum conditio requisita, et causa sine qua non. 3. consequenter, cum nullum 
mobile potentia possit se actu movere aut ad motum determinare; relinquitur quaeren- 
dus aliquis motor externus, qui potentiam deducat in actum. Quem autem hic dabunt? 
animam mundi Platonico-Virgilanam, aut intelligentias, aut Deum, aut atomos, aut 
globulos coelestes. Aliquid hic dicendum erit." Cf. trans. Verbeek, Querelle, 106; and see 
also Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 70, 167, 175, 177, 184, 194, 258, 278, 284-285. 

14 "Trans. J.D. Eusden, William Ames, The Marrow of Theology, 107 (I, 9, $5). 

15 Trans. Eusden, William Ames, The Marrow of Theology, 110 (I, 9, $25). 
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practical implications of the doctrinal positions taken by the Synod of 
Dordt in his Proeve vande Gracht der Godsalicheyt from 1628. In this book 
one of the things he took issue with was Daniel Tilenus’s claim that 
the Reformed understanding of predestination would drive the uncon- 
verted into sheer passivity. Voetius insists that God established in both 
natural and spiritual matters a close connection between means that 
lead to ends. The Bible is full of examples of believers who worked hard 
to reach an end that had in fact been promised to them already. Natu- 
ral insight teaches the same: ends imply the use of means.'® Tilenus had 
also claimed that, according to the Reformed viewpoint, God would 
be the exclusive Cause of everything, which, he suggested, was simi- 
lar to the views of Michael Servet.” But Voetius rejects the claim and 
maintains both Divine and secondary (human) causality. The Synod of 
Dordrecht, he explains, did not deny that faith and its various actions 
can be called both *God's work in us (Godes Werck in ons)” and “our 
works (onse Wercken)," that the will of the regenerate is both passive and 
active, that “the good work comes forth from two total causes, the Spirit 
of God and our regenerated heart (het goede werc/ voortcomt van twee geheele 
oorsaecken/ Godes Geest/ ende ons herboren herte)” but “each in his order and 
value," that is to say, “the Spirit as the First Cause, our regenerated 
heart as the second (doch elcks in zin ordre ende weerde. De Gheest als de 
eerste oorsake/ ons herboren herte als de tweede)” ‘The Synod likewise did not 
reject the view that actions such as believing are correctly attributed 
to secondary causes, even though such a work “is called with respect 
to God properly a co-cause and an instrument, and the work in us is 
not from us (al-hoewel die ten aensten van Godt/ eyghentlijck een mede oorsaeck/ 
ende Instrument geseyt wort: ende het werck in ons niet en is uyt ons)” Secondary 
causes, accordingly, can be commended for what is well done— Voetius 
cites Romans 2:29 — “yet in such a way that ultimately this praise goes to 
God alone and rests on Him alone (soo nochtans dat terminative desen prijs 
tot Godt alleen gaet ende op hem alleen rust)."'? Thus, even in the doctrine 


16 Voetius, Proeve, 50-60; cf. here 54: “Dit sijn vaste Maximen in het licht der na- 
tueren/ die so met een spotterije ofte eenen Rhetorischen streeck niet uytghewist kon- 
nen worden: Wanneer het eynde ghesteldt/ of geschickt werdt/ soo worden met eenen 
de middelen gestelt/ die tot sulcken eynde gehooren. Het eynde beweecht de werckende oor- 
saecke tot het werck; Het eynde deelt ende geeft mede syn goedigheyt, lieffeljckheyt ende bevallicheydt 
aende middelen ...” See also Proeve, 75-77, 181. On the controversy with Tilenus, see 
Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, L, 381-388. 

17 Proeve, 166 (cf. Tilenus’s tract, De Leere der Synoden van Dordrecht en Alez gestelt op de 
proeve vande practijcque, in: Voetius, Proeve, here 258). 

18 Proeve, 168-169; see also 74, 90, 180. Of. the Canons of Dordrecht, III/IV, art. 12, 
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of grace, the area most vulnerable to Pelagian aberrations, the priority 
of God as First Cause is asserted by Voetius in combination with the 
causality of humans. 

A second example of Voetius's defence of secondary causality can 
be found in Thersites heautontimorumenos, published in 1635. One of the 
things Voetius defended in this tract was his statement that “good 
works" of humans can under certain restrictions be called “causes” of 
salvation,” a view that he had defended at the occasion of taking up his 
duties as professor in Utrecht.? Explaining the correct and restricted 
sense in which the statement is to be understood, Voetius also wrote 
that on the basis of a philosophical notion of cause believers can be 
called “true particular and peculiar causes, which act directly and in 
the proper sense" but at the same time are dependent on grace”! God 
works gracefully in believers, but they still are secondary causes and the 
enthusiast view that human acts are the acts of God should accordingly 
be rejected.” 

As a final example of an assertion of secondary causality, one of 
Voetius’s disputations on creation can be quoted. He writes in 1638, 


in: Bakhuizen van den Brink, Belijdenisgeschriften, 256—257, here 256; and cf. the more 
general statement by A. Rivetus in Synopsis purioris theologiae, ed. H. Bavinck, gr (Disp. 
XI, $13); trans. Van Dijk, 96. 

19 "T hersites heautontimorumenos, 154—172. On this book, see Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, II, 
35-49 (and on the broader context: Chapter r). 

?0 Assertiones theologicae de praeiudicüs verae religionis (D. van Boxtel), Corollaria theolo- 
gica, paradoxum 2: “Bona opera ex usu Scripturae aliquomodo dici possunt causae 
vitae aeternae, 2 Cor. 4 v. 17, Phil. 2 v. 12. Et tamen hinc ne species quidem aut 
umbra argumenti pro Merito Pontificiorum” (quoted from the reprinted text in Voetius, 
Thersites heautontimorumenos, 340). 

21 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 158: *Videantur modo definitiones Causae, a quibus- 
cunque Philosophis traditae, et facile constabit fideles relate ad fruitionem vitae aeter- 
nae, esse veras causas particulares et proprias, directe ac proprie agentes, quippe gra- 
tiae Dei subordinatas et ex ca, per eam, cum ea, sub ea operantes ac cooperantes, et 
operando seu agendo scopum atque effectum attingentes, sed per gratiam Dei.” 

22 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 158: “Nos enim proprie et directe vero ac realiter hic 
agimus, possessionem adimus et capimus (Math. 25 v. 34). Deus non adit possessionem 
pro nobis, neque etiam currit pro nobis proprie et formaliter, sed ipse nos trahit, agit, 
ducit, et per gratiam introducit, quo sensu apostolus, „Non ego sed gratia Dei in me; et 
Augustinus Deus coronat in nobis sua opera: et Rom 8, Spiritus precatur pro nobis etc. Quae 
tamen ita intelligenda sunt, ne causas secundas earumque causalitatem in regenitis 
plane tollemus, aut cum Enthusiastis Deo actiones nostras tribuamus, quasi essemus 
mera subjecta et non causae." References are given in the margin: *Vide opinionem 
illam refutatam a Physicis, Metaphysicis, et Scholasticis; inter alios a Ruvio in 7 Physic. 
et Zwarezio In Metaph. disp. 18 sect. 1. Et ex nostris a Riveto comm. in Hos. 2 v. 22, 


29, 66 


p- 99.” Voetius surveys various definitions of “cause”: “good works” are “cause” in the 
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that “only God the Creator is productive Cause" of the sea, and that 
He is also “conserving Cause," “but not alone and immediately, be- 
cause He makes use of second causes...”” These three instances from 
the period 1628—1638 document that Voetius did not move in a new 
direction when he maintained secondary causality in the 1641 Appendix 
on substantial forms, and that he consistently wished to maintain both 
God's sovereignty over everything and the causal power of created 
beings. 

In order to see in further detail how Voetius thought God's primary 
and comprehensive causality should be understood in relationship to 
created secondary causality, it may be helpful to turn to his Dissertatio 
epistolica de termino vitae ad ampliss. clarissimumque Johannem Beverovicium, 
which was published in 1634.* In this tract Voetius defends both God's 
universal providence and the secondary causality of created things, 
both their necessity and contingency. 

Secondary causality is defended in the Dissertatio, as it was in the 
texts mentioned before. Voetius denies that God should be regarded 
as the only existing Cause. He rejects a view according to which life- 
preserving medication is considered ineffective, except that God “acts 
in their presence (agit ad illorum praesentiam)? This is not the correct 
view of the matter, according to Voetius. Citing earlier theologians he 
maintains that God and created causes work together, and that God 
made things such as to let them work themselves also.?° Yet there is an 


sense of a means (medium) or causa sine qua non (160—162), which belongs to the sphere of 
efficient causality (not to material, formal or final causality (164). 

23 ‘De creatione, pars sexta,’ SDTh I, 652-699, here 653: “Est ergo causa producens 
solus Deus creator, ut constat ex loc. cit. et Ps. 65:5 [meant is 95:5, the reference given 
in the original disputation], Job. 38, Jon. 1:9. Ejusdem est causa conservans Nehem. 9:6, 
cum Heb. 1:3, sed non sola et immediata; quia utitur causis secundis, imbribus scilicet 
tum in ipsum mare immediate decidentibus, tum in paludes et flumina, quae in mare 
aquas suas cxonerant”; already in the original disputation, held on 13 October 1638: 
Selectarum disputationum ex priori parte "Theologiae undecimae de creatione, pars sexta, [L. Spruit], 
thesis 1. 

?* Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, I, 338-392; M.J. van Lieburg, ‘Voetius en de geneeskunde,’ 
in: J. van Oort et al. (eds.), De onbekende Voetius, 168-180, here 173-174; Van Ruler, 
‘New Philosophy,’ 61-67; idem, Crisis of Causality, 279-281, 288—297; cf. Beck, ‘Gisbertus 
Voctius’; Beck/Vos, ‘Conceptual Patterns,’ 227. In what follows references are to the 
re-publication of the dissertation in $D V (with separate page numbers). 

25 Voetius, De termino vitae, 117. 

?6 De termino vitae, 118: “... sed contrarium cum Augustin. de Civit. Dei lib. 7, cap. 
10, Deum administrare omnia quae creavit, ut etiam ipsa proprios. exercere et agere motus sinat. 
Rationes quibus haec veritas in genere probatur, militant pro medicamentis et Medico. 
Vide apud Thomam contra Gentes lib. 3, cap. 67 et 69 utrumque probatum, quod 
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order of causes, and God is the First Cause working “in all causalities 
and actions of secondary agents," so that it is not strange if God alone is 
gratefully thanked for, for instance, the gift of life.” But Voetius clearly 
does not want this to be explained in the sense of a denial of secondary 
causes. 

The simultaneous activity of both First and second causes brings 
with 1t the fact that events are both necessary and contingent. In order 
to understand this paradoxical position it is helpful to bring to mind 
Voetius’s distinction of four meanings of ‘necessity.’ There is, first of 
all, coercive necessity. A second kind of necessity is necessity of nature, 
by which *every natural cause 1s determined to one effect (causa quaeque 
naturalis determinata est ad unum effectum).” ‘This kind of necessity is, Voetius 
says, not compatible with the freedom that human beings naturally 
have. In the third place, when *a predicate belongs by definition to 
a subject or vice versa (quando praedicatum est de definitione subjecti aut vice 
versa), so that, “when it is denied, contradiction is implied (qua negata 
implicatur contradictio)" this is a case of necessity “of definition or of the 
consequent (definitionis seu consequentis)" Finally, the fourth kind of necessity 
is necessity on a certain presupposition (“Secundum quid, consequentiae, seu 
ex Aypothest").?? 

Events in the created world, such as the end of a person's life, are 
necessary in the sense of this fourth kind of necessity that is to say, 
they are necessary not in themselves, but for a reason that is external 
to created beings, namely by a necessity “of infallibility because of God's 
prescience, and of immutability because of God's will or decree." It is nec- 
essary that a particular person dies at a particular hour, in the sense that 
it is infallibly known by God and immutably decreed by Him.? Voetius 


scilicet Deus est causa omnibus operandi, et tamen causis naturalibus actiones suas non 
subtrahit: sic, ut utraque causa ad eandem causationem concurrat. Causatur enim, ut 
recte Johann. de Bassolis in 2 dist. 37, effectus causatione passiva ab utraque causa, 
et ita non bis sed semel causatur." Elsewhere in the Dissertatio, 85-101, Voetius more 
generally defended the use of means. 

27 De termino vitae, 118: “Quod si nostri aliquando évegyeiav medicinae videntur 
excludere et soli Deo effectum sanitatis aut vitae attribuere, hoc fit propter primitatem 
et principalitatem primae causae intimamque ipsius penetrationem in omnes causa- 
litates et actiones secundorum agentium, et quidem stylo Scripturae Jesai. 26:12, Psal. 
139:15, Job. 38:32, Psal. 104:32, 1 Corinth. 3:6 et 15 v. 10.” 

28 De termino vitae, 105-106. 

29 De termino vitae, 106: “Omnes necessitates ab hoc negotio removemus, sola postre- 
ma ex suppositione puri puti antecedentis scilicet excepta, quam vocant consequentiae et 
de dicto quae futuris contingentibus atque adeo termino vitae rectissime tribuitur, eaque 
gemina infallibilitatis ex Dei praescientia, et zmmutabilitatis ex Dei voluntate seu decreto." 
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thus clearly endorses what could be called the theological determin- 
ism of Reformed theology or, in a formulation of Norman S. Fiering, 
"the divine determinism of the Protestants":? everything is ultimately 
determined by God and thus necessary with a “not absolute, intrin- 
sic, but only hypothetical, extrinsic and respective necessity (necessitate 
non absoluta, intrinseca. sed mere hypothetica, extrinseca. et respectwa).”* Yet he 
rejects the view of God as the sole Cause of everything, and accord- 
ingly he defends not only the theological necessity of events, but also 
their simultaneous contingency.” 

In what sense can a thing that 1s theologically necessary also be con- 
tingent? Voetius explains: “with respect to its particular and proximate 
cause that 1s by its nature free and undetermined, is it conüngent." In 
other words: a thing or event that 1s necessary with respect to God's 
will, can be contingent with respect to its created cause.* Voetius backs 
up his position by references to biblical texts and theological or philo- 
sophical expositions." “If therefore a thing is called contingent with 
respect to particular and [its] individual second causes, it is not con- 
tradictory that the same 1s called necessary with respect to the First 


30 Fiering, Will and Intellect,’ 530. 

31 De termino vitae, 106. 

32 See also e.g. De termino vitae, 42. C£. Thersites heautontimorumenos, 215: “Necessitas 
tamen eventibus humanis, et contingentibus tribuitur, non absolute in se seu intrin- 
sece, sed secundum quid per externam quandam relationem ad aliud, et ex hypo- 
thesi, sic ut in se et intrinseca natura sua nihilominus maneat contingens et libera"; 
this is a necessitas consequentiae. This appears to be a classical Reformed position, cf. 
R.A. Muller, Christ and the Decree. Christology and Predestination in Reformed Theology from 
Calvin to Perkins, Durham NC 1986, 117: “Yet, much like Vermigli, Zanchi empha- 
sizes the freedom of secondary causes: ‘Respectu Dei, omnia necessario, respectu nos- 
tri multa contingenter evenire. Thus Christ died freely according to the free will of 
Herod and Pilate, even though all occurred necessarily respectu Dei," with reference, 216 
note 137. 

33 De termino vitae, 106: *... relata ad causam particularem et proximam sua natura 
liberam et indeterminatam est contingens, et sic simpliciter, absolute et proprie debet 
dici." 

34 De termino vitae, 106: biblical references are “Actor. 2:23 et 4:48, Luc. 22 v. 21, 22, 37, 
53 et 24 v. 26, 46, Matth. 18 v. 7, et 26 v. 53, 54, Marc. 14 v. 49, 49, Johan. 12 v. 39 et 
19 v. 36, 1 Corinth. 11 v. 19, Hebr. 6 v. 4 …” Moreover, *Videantur Philosophi in Aristot. 
de interpretat. et 2 Physic. c. 6, et Metaphys. lib. 5, Augustin. de civit. Dei lib. 5, cap. 
IO et de praedestinat. Sanct. lib. 1, cap. 14, Boéthius de consolat. lib. 4, pros. 6 et lib. 
5, pros. 1, Sententiarii in 1 dist. 38 et 39, Thomas cum commentatoribus in 1 quaest. 
22, art. 4 et quaest. I9, art. 8, et quaest. 116, art. 3, et contra Gentes lib. 3, cap. 94, 
et ibid. l'errariensis, et de praescient. et praedestin. cap. 4, Melanthon [sic] in Physica, 
Jac. Sceckius in Anti-Simonio sect. 1, Commentatores quarumcunque partium ad loca 
Scripturae citata." 
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Cause.” Citing a description by Naclantus, Voetius accepts an under- 
standing of contingency as “a positive modal entity, by which a cause's 
force that brings about an effect, can be modified ..." and argues that, 
as “modes of things," contingency and necessity are both dependent on 
the decree of God.” In this way Voetius underlines the priority of the 
First Cause: God is the sovereign Cause of the whole range of created 
being—including the particular mode of every being, “namely of con- 
tingency in contingent causes and effects, of necessity in necessary causes 
and effects …” Voetius regards this God-given mode of necessity or 
contingency in things as belonging to their constant nature. What can 
change, however, is the “status” of the contingent thing, for the thing 
can pass from the “status of potentiality” to the “status of actuality.” 
And being actualised, the contingent thing is “determined.” 


55 De termino vitae, 128: “Si ergo res dicatur contingens in ordine ad causas secun- 
das particulares, et proprias; non repugnat eandum dici necessariam in ordine ad 
causam primam. Et ita nulla est contradictio. Sic etiam optime conveniunt ista, effec- 
tum aliquem adscribi Deo, et tamen pendere a causis secundis; quia utrumque facit 
Scriptura. Mortem et vitam dicit esse in manu Dei Psal. 31, et in manu linguae Proverb. 
18 v. 21. Deum ditare et benedictionem Dei Psal. 127, et manum solertem ditare Prov. 10 
v. 7. Verbi ministros justificare, servare, Dan. 12, 1 Timoth. 4 vers. 16. Et rursum laborem 
nostrum frustra esse Psal. 127, Paulum nihil esse z Corinth. 3 et 15. Concurrunt causa 
prima et secunda et subordinate et coordinate ad unum eandemque effectum; nec una 
alteram excludit. Et sic minime repugnat si effectus utrique tribuitur." 

36 De termino vitae, 103-104: “Contingens definit Philosophus, quod, cum sit, possit non 
esse. Plenius ex Scholasticis Naclantus in opere resoluto cap. de origine contingentiae. 
Contingentia est entitas positiva modalis, per quam vis causae ulativa effectus, habet modificari, et 
proxime fallibilitatem in causando. sortiri. Haec est contingentia causalis, quae se tenet ex 
parte causae, cui respondet effectualis, quae se tenet ex parte effectus. Neutra autem 
circa vitam mortemque hominis per Dei decretum tollitur, quin immo per solum decre- 
tum et efficacem Dei providentiam stabilitur, non minus quam necessitas. Dei enim 
solius est non tantum in consilio suo praedefinire et per operationem suam producere 
ac gubernare res, sed et rerum modos cuique convenientes, necessitatem scilicet aut 
contingentiam." Indications provided by KVK and Copac suggest that Voetius proba- 
bly refers to Jacob Naclantus, Opus doctum ac resolutum, 1557. Other scholastic remarks on 
‘contingens’ in J. Altenstaig/]. Tytz, Lexicon theologicum, 198-199. 

37 De termino vitae, 104: “Et haec sapientia, voluntas et potestas divina, prima ac 
suprema radix seu origo est omnis contingentiae, tum ejus quae pertinet ad causam 
efficientem sive naturalem sive liberam, hoc est, potentiam intelligendi, volendi et 
exequendi. Ut ergo omnis rei entitas, ita et modus ejusdem, contingentiae scilicet in causis 
et effectibus contingentibus, necessitatis in causis et effectibus necessariis, reducitur in 
sapientissimum, liberrimum et immutabile Dei decretum." 

38 De termino vitae, 104-105: “Contingens considerari potest vel quoad naturam seu essen- 
tiam suam, vel quoad statum suum. Illo modo non variatur ... Est enim res quaelibet 
natura sua vel contingens vel necessaria, et talis perpetuo manet in quocunque statu, 
sive sit in potentia sive in actu. Isto modo et variatur res contingens ... Transit ergo 
contingens non de natura sua in aliam ... sed de statu in statum; ut quod futurum 
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Secondary causes, including free human actions, are determined by 
God.? It 1s especially this free determination of everything by God 
which makes this doctrine completely different from a Stoic fate that 
represents a comprehensive regime of necessity. Yet the term “fate” 
can be used in a correct manner, Voetius argues, if it is taken to mean 
"virtually the will of God that disposes everything; formally ... the 
disposition itself of second causes to an infallible effect, traced to the 
Divine will.”* The kind of fate that Voetius understands, with reference 
to Thomas Aquinas, as a fatum mobile is different from the Stoic fate 
refuted by Aristotle. 

Voetius obviously wishes to maintain both that God’s will determines 
everything and also that there are contingent things, which in them- 
selves and in view of the surrounding causal context in the world can 
operate in various ways. He admits that humans cannot fully under- 
stand how exactly God causes contingent things to produce only the 
particular outcome that He ordained.” Yet there is not just one single 
Divine Cause operating, but a concurrence of two causes or, as Voetius 
can say with respect to human free will, of “two total causes immedi- 
ately concurring into the same act: God as First Cause subordinating 
the second [cause] to Himself; man in its genus as a second cause by 


erat in statu potentialitatis, praesens dicatur in statu actualitatis, quod ibi indeterminatum erat 
seu indifferens ad utramque partem, hic sit determinatum ad unum ... Potest ergo una 
eademque res quae respectu diversi status dicitur contingens, aut necessaria, indetermi- 
nata et determinata, natura sua esse contingens, indifferens et indeterminata ad unam 
contradictionis partem, essentialiter seu disparate opposita rei necessariae ...” 

39 De termino vitae, 52, with references. 

#0 De termino vitae, 108. 

^! De termino vitae, 108: “Fatum virtualiter est divina voluntas disponens omnia; for- 
maliter est dispositio ipsa causarum secundarum ad effectum infallibilem, reducta in 
divinam voluntatem." See also Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 396b (III, c. 10, $30). 

42 De termino vitae, 106: “De inevitabili eventu quod consistat cum libertate et contin- 
gentia et quod evitabilis dici possit, atque adeo fatum mobile ex Thom. in r, quaest. 
116, art. 3 et ex superioribus satis constare arbitror"; 133. 

43 De termino vitae, 106-107, cf. here 107: “Sed cogitandum potius Deum incompre- 
hensibili quadam excellentia sic causa cum causis et operationes suas cum opera- 
tionibus earum inter se et ad se aptare ac temperare, omnibusque rebus atque eventibus 
ita providere, ut eventus infallibilis liberum efficiendi modum non laedat, quo voluntas 
actum judicio practico definitum non invite sed voluntario producit imperio; nec vicis- 
sim radicalis et intrinseca voluntatis ad oppositum habitudo effecti infallibilitatem atque 
ita provisionem Dei laedat, sed sequatur quid altius quam evitabilitas vel inevitabilitas, 
quas in causarum et effectuum inferiorum modis nos deprehendimus, et ita nomina- 
mus, et cujus analogum in causationibus divinis, per conceptus directos, adaequatos et 
positivos comprehendere aut eloqui non possumus." 
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way of instrument moving itself under the First.”* In doing so, the 
outcome of what God effects remains sure and the contingency of the 
second cause is left intact, in a way that transcends the human grasp.? 

As the previous reconstruction of Voetius's view suggests, he main- 
tained that God as First Cause determines everything, but He does so 
by concurring with created secondary causes that operate either in a nec- 
essary or a contingent way. As has been noted in Chapter 2, Voetius 
defended the philosophical concept of substantial forms against early 
mechanist views. One of his reasons for opposing an abolition of forms 
is that it would undermine secondary causality. Most of the Reformed 
theological polemics of his day, however, was directed not so much 
against an underestimation of secondary causality, but against exagger- 
ating the powers of created beings at the expense of Divine determina- 
tion. An exponent of the latter line of thought was the theory of Divine 
‘middle knowledge,’ and one of the reasons why Voetius declined this 
theory was that 


. all things are ordained absolutely by God and depend on His will. 
Therefore God decreed them in a way that is independent of a science of 
conditionals: for He ordained also the conditional free causes themselves 
as an effect of His providence.” 


44 De termino vitae, 108: *... Et tamen actum voluntatis qui vitalis et liber est pendere 
a motione Dei non tantum sed et hominis, ita ut hominem determinet Deus et homo, 
tanquam duae causae totales immediate ad eundem actum concurrentes: Deus ut 
causa prima subordinando sibi secundam, homo in suo genere ut causa secunda instar 
instrumenti movendi se sub prima." 

15 De termino vitae, 130: “Quarto, totam éxatadnpiav et quidem communem doctis 
pariter et indoctis haerere in modo concordiae et coaptationis quo providentia Dei 
agens ex immutabili consilio concurrat cum causis liberis ad effectus mutabiles et 
contingentes, sic ut nec contingentia et libertas Dei liberam immutabilitatem, nec 
haec vicissim contingentiae et voluntarii mutabilem libertatem diminuat, to ôt, quod 
scilicet Deus divina et mirabili ovuneroia, et evevduia, operationem suam adaptet 
et contemperet ad causas, et operationes inferiores, ex Scriptura et natura lumine, 
certissimum est: sed quomodo hoc sit nemo pervidit nisi solus Deus qui Essentiam, 
vitam et causalitates suas novit perfectissime." 

*6 “De scientia Dei’ [E. Pottey, 17 June 1637], SDTh I, 246-264, here 257: “Secunda, 
omnia sunt a Deo absolute praeordinata, et dependent ab ejus voluntate. Ergo inde- 
pendenter a scientia conditionalium ea decrevit Deus: nam et ipsas causas conditionales 
liberas tanquam providentiae suae effectum ordinavit." For Voetius's discussion of the 
theory of middle knowledge see here pages 254-258, where he also refers to his earlier 
critique in De termino vitae (see 46-54). The first volume of SDTh includes a series of 
four disputations ‘De conditionata seu media in Deo scientia,’ which were authored by 
Voetius’s student Matthias Nethenus (on him, see W. Schneemelcher, Matthias Nethenus. 
Leben und Werk, diss. Bochum 1972). On middle knowledge and the Reformed rejection 
of the theory, see Muller, Post- Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, III, 417-424. 
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In other words, God's determination even of that which is free 
should be the presupposition of any hypotheses on His foreknowledge. 
Not only do certain secondary causes have a God-given contingent 
mode, but God Himself is supremely free and He determines every- 
thing. Hence Voetius also rejects the old philosophical concept of fate 
that was defended in Stoic thought. 


2.2. Van Mastricht: Defending the Priority of the First Cause 


At least one eighteenth-century Reformed author who wanted to warn 
against passivity in matters of faith saw fit to cite Petrus van Mastricht 
in order to underscore his point." But even though the Utrecht the- 
ologian himself in his day had indeed defended secondary causality, he 
had not given the impression that actual assertions of Divine mono- 
causality were a real concern for him. With respect to philosophy the 
polemical part of his exposition in Theoretico-practica theologia included 
critical references to Epicure's denial of providence, Aristotle's view of 
a providence that is only general in scope, the Stoics’ fate that subjects 
God to a yoke of necessity, and Plato's profession of a providence that 
does not guide free human actions.? Concerning more contemporary 
sources Van Mastricht makes a brief critical reference to Spinozists, 
who “truly deny God and confuse Him with nature, and much more 
deny the providence of God.”* The innovations of Cartesian thought 
that were examined in Van Mastricht’s ‚Novitatum cartesianarum gangraena 
include several points that relate to the doctrine of Divine providence. 
Van Mastricht makes the criticism that a number of Cartesians “trans- 
fer to omnipresence the definition that properly belongs to Providence (... 
in omnipraesentiam transferunt, quae Providentiae proprie competit, defini- 
tionem), > and in particular their inclination to identify creation and 
conservation." The relationship between First Cause and secondary 
causes is involved only indirectly in the discussion of the latter issue. 
The overall first impression given by this brief survey is that in Van 


?7 Van Lieburg, Eswijlerianen, 77. 

^9 See especially Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 394b-396b (III, c. 10, 8828—30), 398b (833). 

^9 ThPTh, 394b (II, c. 10, $28): “Athei, Spinosistae, quia revera Deum negant, et cum 
natura confundunt; multo magis providentiam Dei negant." 

50 Gangraena, 484, with reference to Wittichius, Theologia pacifica, $219, and to his own 
earlier criticism in Chapter 15 (i.e. pp. 285-304). 

5! This second criticism is developed in the chapter ‘De Providentia Dei’ in Gan- 


graena, 494—490. 
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Mastricht's defence of an orthodox doctrine of providence secondary 
causality does not stand out as a particularly contested issue. Occasion- 
alism and Spinozist determinism obviously were not a major issue in 
his polemics. 

This impression is basically confirmed by Van Mastricht’s exposition 
of the doctrine in his dogmatic compendium. Here he lays out three 
different aspects in the providence of God, namely conservation (con- 
servatio), influence (influxus), and government (gubernatio).? Conservation, 
influence and government are the three parts of the providence of God 
that itself is defined as “that external action of God, by which He in all things 
provides for creatures that exist already, according to the counsel of His will, Eph. 
II...” The definition reveals Van Mastricht’s distance from an iden- 
tification of providence with either an internal attribute of God or with 
the act of creating. This can be understood against the background of 
his anti-Cartesian rejection of any confusion of providence with either 
omnipresence or creative activity. 

In his explanation of the three facets of providence (conservation, 
influence and government)” the relationship between God, as the First 
Cause, and secondary causes is discussed. With respect to conservation 
secondary causality seems to be implied when Van Mastricht writes 
that there is not only an immediate but also a mediated Divine conser- 
vation of created things. The latter occurs when things are preserved 
“by means of other creatures, on which they depend (mediantibus alūs 
creaturis, a quibus illa pendent).” In itself Van Mastricht could thus mean 
to say that substances are preserved immediately and accidents via the 
substance in which they inhere. But as one example of things that are 
preserved in such a mediated manner Van Mastricht mentions “living 
bodies (corpora viventia),” and this is not a clear indication that immediate 
and mediate conservation concern substances and accidents, respec- 
tively. In whatever sense this conservation might be ‘mediated,’ even 
in mediated conservation the same “intimate and immediate efficiency 
of God (intima et immediata Dei efficientia)? is at work.” In conservation, 


5 ThPTh, 390b—-391a (II, c. 10, $8-12). On similar tripartitions in Reformed the- 
ology, see Heppe/ Bizer, Dogmatik, 200—202 (references on 208-212), (Reformed Dogmatics, 
256-263). 

53 ThPTh, 390a—b (UI, c. 10, $7): “Et sic providentia Dei non aliud est, quam externa 
illa Dei actio, qua creaturis, jam existentibus, prospicit in omnibus, secundum consilium voluntatis 
suae Eph. 1:11 ...” 

9* ThPTh, 390b—391< (III, c. 10, 88-11). 

55 ThPTh, 390b (IH, c. 10, $8). Cf. also his statement there that “Quae immediate 
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therefore, ultimately nothing exists without the immediate preserving 
activity of the First Cause. 

The second aspect of God's providence, as Van Mastricht describes 
it, is influence (influxus). The usual name for this, he admits, is concur- 
rence (concursus). This term, in his view, is not broad enough and per- 
haps he opts for the term “influence” instead because it expresses both 
the priority of the First Cause and the existence of something influ- 
enced by it: the secondary causes. The priority of God's causal activity 
characterises the start of what he lays out as the three moments in 
God's influence. The first aspect namely is the predetermination of sec- 
ondary causes to produce, in a natural or a free manner, a certain 
effect. Van Mastricht clearly wishes to stress that God determines sec- 
ondary causes that constantly remain dependent on Him. Hence, he 
states that this predetermination 1s no moral persuasion but a physical 
influence (“non moraliter tantum suadendo; sed physice etiam flectendo”), and 
that it is to be understood not as some sort of “co-operation in which, 
while free choice determines itself, God helps by influence (coopera- 
tio, qua liberum arbitrium seipsum determinans, influxu juvet Deus...), nor 
as a barely “general influence and promotion (influxus et praemotio gen- 
eralis)” that leaves the specifics for the created beings to determine. 
In addition to predetermination there are two other aspects of influxus: 
“By this influence, secondly, the force of the creature is applied to a 
certain object” and, thirdly, it is related to a good aim. Van Mas- 
tricht's discussion of God's influence clearly stresses the priority and 
all-determining activity of God. Secondary causality 1s presupposed in 
his exposition but the obvious priority is the decisive activity of the First 
Cause. 


conservantur eodem individuo; quae mediate, eadem specie subsistunt." Cf. Eusden 
(trans.), William Ames, The Marrow of Theology, 109 (I, c. 9, $18). 

96 TAPTh, 390b—391b (HI, c. 10, 810): “Tum secundo prospicere, influxum Dei involvit, 
quo causae secundae ad agendum excitantur, applicantur et promoventur efficaciter Jer. 
X. 23, Prov. xxi. 1, Phil. ii. 13, Act. xvii. 25, 28. Concursus vulgo, voce nimis angusta, 
dicitur. Jnfluxu igitur, causae secundae, quaevis, primo excitantur ac praedeterminantur, 
quatenus, ad producendum illud in actum, quod antea erat in potentia creaturae (praeter 
communicationem virtutis, ejusque conservationem) in causis, non tantum naturaliter; sed 
etiam libere agentibus, istud omnino est necessarium. ... Influxu hoc, secundo virtus crea- 
turae applicatur ad objectum certum, circa quod agendo occupetur Ezech. xxi. 21, 22, 
etc. v.g. ut latro furibundus, Aunc et non alium occidat. Tandem tertio, ordinatur, hoc est 
(1) Limites ac termini, actioni statuuntur Job i. 12, et ii. 6 et xxxviii. 10, 11. (2) Bont aliquid 
ex malo elicitur Gen. 1. 20, Rom. viii. 28.” 
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The third component of the providential work of God is “govern- 
ment (gubernatio).” In his description of what this means Van Mastricht 
to a certain degree repeats what he mentioned as the last two aspects of 
influxus. God's government, he writes, means that He “applies (applicat)” 
everything (“omnia et singula") *[t]o certain objects (Ad certa objecta)," and 
furthermore “directs [them] to their ends in the most accurate way (In 
suos fines accuratissime dirigit). Here again Van Mastricht's focus is on 
the work done by God. 

Still, just like his predecessor Voetius did, Van Mastricht maintains 
secondary causality and, in this realm, contingency also. Contingency 
can be predicated of things or events from three viewpoints: viewed 
from “the existence and nature of God (existentia et natura Det)” the 
“proximate causes (causis suis proximis, accidentaliter et contingenter oper- 
antibus)" of things, and from “the free choice of man (libero humanis 
arbitrio)." Yet citing various biblical texts Van Mastricht maintains, like 
his predecessor, that all events, none excepted, are guided by “Divine 
government.” ‘Things are thus contingent insofar as they do not result 
from the nature of their First or secondary cause, but they are not con- 
tingent with respect to the will of God, because they are and occur 
exactly in the way that God decrees them to be or to happen.” This 


5 ThPTh, 391a (III, c. 10, $11). 

58 ThPTh, 392a (III, c. 10, $16), cf. here: “Quibus propterea naturalis sua contingentia 
non perit, quod a causa prima certo et infallibiliter dirigantur et eveniant." 

59 Cf. ThPTh, 396b-397a (UI, c. 10, $30): “Reformati ergo contingens esse volunt, 
vel quod sit praeter intentionem suae causae, et, cum causa duplex sit, vel prima et 
suprema, vel subordinata; statuunt, cum nihil fieri possit, praeter intentionem primae 
causae; nihil etiam respectu ejus fieri posse contingenter: ast cum plurima fiant praeter 
intentionem causarum subordinatarum; multa etiam fieri contingenter, non obstante in- 
fluxu divino praedeterminante: vel contingens esse dicunt, quod sit per causam, sua 
natura, non delerminatam, v.g. quando rusticus suum agrum scindens; forte fortuna incidit 
in thesaurum. Rursus necessarium volunt esse, quod per talem existit causam, quae 
sua natura determinata est ad talem effectum, sic Sol necessario splendet, ignis neces- 
sario urit, gravia necessario deorsum vergunt. His praesuppositis, multa fieri contingenter, 
licet influxus providentiae divinae, determinet, ut praeter intentionem causarum sub- 
ordinatarum, influxu praedeterminatarum, accidant, aut per tales causas subordinatas 
procurantur, quae sua natura, nullum nexum habent cum istis effectis. Rursus multa fieri 
necessario, quae per influxum illum, a talibus causis existunt, quae sua natura, necessar- 
ium nexum habent cum istis effectis. Interim existimant, omnes effectus, sive contingentes 
sint, sive necessarii, certo fieri et indeclinabiliter, modo ab influxu divino, causae eorum 
fuerint excitatae et praedeterminatae. Ex his tandem conficiunt, cum ab una parte, influxus 
providentiae praedeterminans, necessarius sit ad operandum, prout demonstravimus 
parag. praecedente: ab altera parte, multa passim obvia sint, tum in Scriptura, tum in expe- 
rientia quotidiana, quae vere sint contingentia, influxum illum praedeterminantem non 
tollere contingentiam; nec inferre universalem necessitatem." 
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defence of both the contingency and necessity of events naturally leads 
to a twofold attitude toward the notion of a fatum. The all-embracing 
causal connection of Stoics such as Cicero and Chrysippus is rejected, 
but if a causal framework is conceived as determined by the will of 
God, Van Mastricht, in the company of other Christian thinkers, does 
not object. 

While defending contingency in creation, the emphasis in Van Mas- 
tricht seems to be on defending the priority of the First Cause. This 
appears also from one aspect in his polemics with Cartesian theology. 
Van Mastricht’s opponent Christopher Wittichius had, in his Theologia 
pacifica, cited Descartes’s hypothesis, in the Discours de la méthode, of an 
alternative genesis of the world.°' Van Mastricht's problem concerns 
the hypothesis that things could have come into existence on the basis 
of “chaos,” “laws of nature" and the Divine “concurrence of conserva- 
tion,” so that for these things “not a producing pre-cursus, but only a con- 
serving concurrence, and not a special one would be required, but a gen- 
eral one, that has to be determined and specified by the matter of these 
things, according to the laws of nature."* If the supposition is taken for 
granted that things can originate by general concurrence only, then the 
further step appears natural that “for the origin of free actions also, only 
concurrence seems to be required, and indeed a general one, that 1s to be 
determined by the human will, which is the view of Pelagians, Armini- 
ans, Jesuits, Durandus etc. ...”® This criticism shows that in Cartesian 
philosophy Van Maastricht observed an unacceptable tendency to limit 
the all-determining providence of God. 


60 ThPTh, 396b (M, c. 10, 830). 

9! Gangraena, 488-489, 485; Wittichius, Theologia pacifica, 49 ($67), referring to Des- 
cartes, Discours de la methode, AT VI, 565,33-38 or 45,12-19. On the debated Cartesian 
hypothesis, see above, Chapter 2. 

62 Ganeraena, 488—499, here 489: “Hinc secundo videtur resultare, quod, si post condi- 
tum Chaos, et constitutas naturae leges, per solam conservationem res quaevis fuissent oriturae: 
tum ad res quasvis orituras, non fraecursus producens; sed tantum concursus conservans, 
isque non specialis requiratur, sed generalis, a rerum illarum materia, secundum naturae 
leges, determinandus specificandusque." 

63 Gangraena, 489: “E quo tertio hoc videtur emanare, quod, si ad rerum quarumvis 
naturalium ortum, ex parte Dei non requiratur nisl concursus, et quidem generalis, speci- 
ficandus a materia rerum oriturarum: etiam ad ortum actionum liberarum non videatur 
requiri nisi concursus, et quidem generalis, determinandus a voluntate humana, quae sen- 
tentia est Pelagianarum, Arminianorum, Jesuitarum, Durandi etc. explosa ab omnibus 
Reformatis, cum qua num colludat Cartesianismus, Lector judiciosus arbitretur ex 
Quaest. LVIII Append. ad Theol. Pacif. ...” Against “some general and indifferent con- 
currence,” see also Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 398b—399b (III, c. ro, $33). 
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2.3. Driessen’s Insistence on Real Secondary Causality 


Driessen's definition of God's providence does not offer much that 1s 
new in comparison with Van Mastricht’s description. He views Prov- 
idence as “those Divine acts by which God preserves, actuates and 
directs the things that have once been created." ** According to this def- 
inition, conservation presupposes creation: *God preserves all things 
in their being"? In addition He “influences the actions of the ratio- 
nal creature and the motions of bodies (influit [Deus] in actiones. creatu- 
rae rationalis et in motus corporum).”® The traditional term for this act is 
concursus, but Driessen—like Van Mastricht, who preferred the term 
influxus—chooses another term, namely actuatio. This choice, again, 
reveals a focus on the initiative of the First Cause. Yet Driessen obvi- 
ously did not mean to insist on a radical breach with the term con- 
currence, for he still can speak without further differentiation of “... 
the notion of Divine actuation or concurrence (... actuationis vel con- 
cursus divini ... notionem).”°’ His Groningen colleague Van Velzen noted 
Driessen's unusual terminology, but thought its meaning was genuinely 
Reformed.® The term ‘actuation’ indeed stresses the constant depen- 
dence of the creature on God: “by itself, the created substance is not 
actual (per se creata substantia actuosa non est)" so it cannot act with- 
out being actuated by another. Driessen underlines the permanence 
of this need for actuation at every single moment following another 
moment in which a thing was actual (he seems to consider time, as did 
Descartes, as consisting of separate moments). 

Whereas the concept of actuation stresses the creature's dependence 
on God, the defence of created, secondary causality has also been a 
constant concern for Driessen. This defence was especially connected 
with the human soul. Early in his Groningen period, in 1719, Driessen 
stressed that the human mind “is a real secondary cause.” He accord- 
ingly rejected the idea of a passive human soul in which God instead 


64 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 368: “Per providentiam intelligo illos actus 
divinos per quos res semel productas conservat actuat et dirigit Deus” (cf. De overwinnende leer der 
bezondere genade, 260). 

65 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 368-369 (Overwinnende leer, 262). 

66 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 369 (passage not trans. in Overwinnende leer, 263). 

97 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 369-370 (Overwinnende leer, 264). 

68 C. van Velzen, Antwoord, 106-107. 

69 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 369 (Overwinnende leer, 263); on actuatio sce also 
Sapientia, 5o. On Descartes, cf. Cottingham, A Descartes Dictionary, 164 and references; 
M. Gueroult, Descartes selon l'ordre des raisons, I, L’ame et Dieu, Paris 1991, 272-285. 
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of the soul itself operates in the body.” The fact that Driessen related 
the defence of secondary causality to the human soul and its causal 
power with regard to the body suggests a post-Cartesian discussion that 
has its origin in Cartesian dualism. Driessen defends secondary causal- 
ity against occasionalism,’! and he may also have thought of Willem 
Deurhoff as an author who denied secondary causality and reckoned 
only with the First Cause.” 

In addition, Driessen may have felt that secondary causality was 
undermined in the thought of Geulincx. In a 1722 preface to a pam- 
phlet against the ethics of Geulincx, Driessen stressed the need to 
defend “these grounds of the veritable second causes, and thus of the 
moral dependence on God (die gronden van de waaragtige tweede oorza- 
aken, en alzoo der zeedelyke afhanging van God)” Here he insisted that the 
required improvement of Cartesian philosophy should devote special 
attention to the soul and to explaining that it is really able to work in 
the body. So, here again, it is particularly with regard to the human soul 
in its relationship to the body that secondary causality is defended.” 


70 See Driessen, Delineatio, 13: “Proinde oportet accurate attendere ad intellectus 
atque voluntatis nostrae operationes, eamque vim quam anima nostra exserere potest 
in corpus nostrum, ne istas operationes animae nostrae, illarum causae verae et pro- 
ximae, subtrahamus, atque tantum ipsius Dei immediatas in nobis omnino passivis 
operationes esse statuimus"; 14: “Unde sequitur, Mentem nostram veram esse causam 
secundam, proximam liberamque suarum actionum, sic ut revera Mens ipsa percipiat, 
judicet, velit, licet Mens omnibus suis facultatibus, in omni operatione, ipsaeque ope- 
rationes a Deo, Causa prima, conservante, concurrente, gubernante, pendeant." *Hinc 
sollicite vitandae sunt ejuscemodi hypotheses, quae fingunt sic immediate semper in 
nobis creari rerum ideas, et secundum illas sic flecti voluntatem, ut liberum illi non sit 
intellectum ab illis contemplandis vel avertere, vel porro applicare, ideas inter se libere 
conferre, judicium ferre vel suspendere." 

7! Cf. R. Specht, ‘Occasionalismus,’ HWPh VI, 1090-1091. 

7? Deurhoff is mentioned as an opponent in the preface of Delineatio, [ii]. See W. van 
Bunge, ‘Deurhoff, Willem,’ BLGPN IV, 116-117; H. Krop, ‘Radical Cartesianism in 
Holland: Spinoza and Deurhoff,’ in: W. van Bunge/W. Klever (eds.), Disguised and Overt 
Spinozism Around 1700, Leiden/New York/Köln 1996, 55-81, here 65-66, 67, 69-70; 
A.G. Fix, “Willem Deurhoff (1650-1717): Merchant and Philosopher,’ Geschiedenis van de 
wijsbegeerte in Nederland 1 (1990) 153-164, here 159; M. Wielema, The March of the Libertines, 
133—161, here esp. 136, 157-158. 

73 Driessen in Kort begrip der Geulingiaanse zedekonst, [iv]. 

7* Driessen in Kort begrip der Geulingiaanse zedekonst, [ii]-[iv]: “Ik eragte, dat het zeer 
noodig en nuttig zy, dat die [Cartesian] Philozophie opgeheldert, verbetert, verandert, 
en, wegen haar gebrekkigheid, aangevult en volmaakter worde ten opzigt der beschry- 
ving van de eige Natuur van eenen geschapen geest: desselfs vermogens en werkkingen: 
in ’t bezonder desselfs waragtig en natuurlyk vermogen, om nabuiten, en wel op een 
lichaam, te konnen werkken; Wyders ten opzigt van den waaren en eigendlyken grond- 
slag der vereeniging van geest en lichaam, en hoe dienvolgens de Ziel de waaragtige 
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This critical focus is still present in Driessen's comprehensive exposi- 
tion of natural theology from 1728, in which he rejects the assumption 
of a system “... of occasional causes, by which there is only a nexus or a 
relation between the volitions of the mind and the motions in the body, 
not effects of the mind, but effects of the First Cause, of God Himself??? 
Disapproving of this view of the relationship between soul and body he 
says: “This [system] conflicts with the true working capacity of the soul 
which we confirmed, it conflicts with the doctrine of true second causes, 
it conflicts with our moral dependence, and it does not acquit God 
from guilt; and this [system] is conceived out of a not correctly under- 
stood nature of the mind and its true powers.” In other words, if the 
human mind has no causal power of its own, it has no responsibility for 
its actions with regard to God's commands and promises, and human 
transgressions of God's law cannot be attributed to humans themselves. 
Hence occasionalism, and basically also the Leibnizian- Wolffian system 
of pre-established harmony, had unacceptable moral implications. This 
discussion shows that the relationship between soul and body (which is 
a theme of the next chapter) was one area in which secondary causality 
was under attack, and where it was defended by Driessen in 1728 as it 
was in 1719. 

The other context in which Driessen in 1728 defended secondary 
causes was the discussion of Divine providence. A Dutch version of 
the relevant part of Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae was published in the 
same year." Driessen insists that Divine actuation does not take away 
"real second causes (veras causas secundas). "? As the extensive survey 
of the book's contents suggests, Driessen meant to give four reasons 
why secondary causality 1s to be maintained. The first of these is 
that everyone's own conscience makes it perfectly clear that one's own 


tweede oorzaak zy der bewegingen, dieze maakt in haar lichaam, door een waragtig, 
en haar natuurelyk, vermogen, om op dat lichaam, en door dat lichaam op andere 
lichaamen te werken; ..." 

75 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 85: “... Systema vel adsistentiae vel causarum occa- 
sionalium, per quod modo nexus et relatio est inter voltiones mentis et motus in cor- 
pore, non effecta Mentis, sed effecta causae primae Dei ipsius." 

76 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 85: “Pugnat illud cum vera animae efficientia quam 
adstruximus, pugnat cum Doctrina de veris causis secundis, pugnat cum morali nos- 
tra dependentia, neque Deum absolvit a culpa; estque illud confictum ex non recte 
percepta Mentis Natura verisque ejus potentiis." 

7 Compare Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 341—991, with his De overwinnende 
leer der bezondere genade, 205-311. 

79 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 370 (Overwinnende leer, 264). 
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actions are different from those of the Judge of these deeds. A second 
argument for secondary causality Driessen finds in human freedom 
(Libertas), that is to say in the fact that humans can freely act “from 
an inner principle." The third argument has a structural similarity 
to the first: sinful or morally good deeds done by humans are not 
done by God, as human conscience knows. Finally, if there were no 
secondary causality, humans would not be morally dependent on God 
and rewards or punishments would make no sense, as there would be 
“no distinction at all between ... virtue and vice." 

Driessen is so eager to stress the difference between the human's 
act and God's act that he appears to move away from the view of 
concurrence defended by, for example, Voetius and Van Maastricht. 
The Groningen theologian denies that *God accomplishes as the First 
Cause the whole act as act, and the creature as the second cause the 
whole act ..." It cannot be said, he thinks, that “numerically one and 
the same act as act has two causes, [and] 1s the act of the independent 
and of a dependent Being.” ‘The implicit message is that acts of the 
human being are his acts, not God's. Statements such as these seem 
flatly to contradict Voetius's view that, with respect to human will, 
there are “two total causes immediately concurring in the same act: 
God as First Cause subordinating the second [cause] to Himself, man 
In its genus as a second cause by way of instrument moving itself under 
the First.”®! Perhaps more strikingly, Driessen also takes another view 
than his esteemed Franeker teacher Ruardus Andala.? It seems that 


79 Lumen el doctrina conscientiae, 370 (Overwinnende leer, 264-265), read from the perspec- 
tive of the book's “Totius operis compendium" with respect to part 5, Chapter 2. 

80 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 371: “Si concursus talis sit ut Deus faciat totum actum 
qua actum ceu causa prima, et creatura totum actum ceu causa secunda, quare 
actus non aeque de Deo, quam de Creatura, quin magis de Deo quam de Creatura 
praedicatur?"; “An unus idemque numero actus qua actus habeat duas causas, sit 
actus Entis independentis et dependentis?” (De overwinnende leer, 267). The questions are 
rhetorical; cf. “Totius operis compendium." Cf. also Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 374 (De 
overwinnende leer, 274). 

9! Voetius, De termino vitae, 108, as trans. above; for the Latin text, see above, note 44. 

#2 R. Andala, Dissertatio philosophica. tertia, in qua demonstratur omnimoda rerum omnium 
dependentia a Deo, tum in esse, tum in operari, pars posterior, Franeker 1712, 24-25: "Omnino 
statuimus, effectum totum et immediate esse a Deo, ejusque virtute infinita; sic et 
effectum totum et immediate esse a creatura, ejusque virtute finita et creata; ita ut 
causae secundae opus suum meditentur, decernant, ordiantur, continuent, absolvant, 
vel intermittant, aut interrumpant, quia Deus virtute sua Omnipotente velit, ut hoc 
agant, vel non agant. Id breviter explicamus et probamus Theol. Nat. Compendi Part. 3, 
Cap. 9, $6-11." 
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Driessen in a later controversy was confronted with quotations from 
older Reformed theologians who claimed precisely that one single act 
is the work both of God as the First Cause and of the created being 
as the second cause. In response Driessen argues that such statements 
should be interpreted within the broader context of the theology of 
these authors. Meanwhile, he writes, circumstances have changed, and 
in the present context these authors, he expects, would avoid concepts 
that possibly give way to theological error? Driessen thus admits a 
difference between his views and those of older Reformed theologians, 
but thinks that in modifying their statements he carries out their best 
intentions in accordance with the needs of the day. Insofar as he insists 
that the older theologians also would stress the ontological difference 
between the Creator and created causes he is probably right® Yet 
in reality he may well have had a different view on the relationship 
between First Cause and second causes, in which secondary causality is 
emphasised at the expense of the effective activity of the First Cause. Is 
textual evidence available in support of this interpretation? 

A partial answer to this question can be found in Driessen's expla- 
nation of actuation. He writes (in italics): “This actuation produces 
neither immediately nor proximately the act, but something actuated; 
the creature itself immediately produces the act.”® The focus of the 
statement is clear: the reality of secondary causality is emphasised, 


83 Driessen, De oude orthodoxe leer der ware Gereformeerde Kerk, Groningen 1739, 23-24: 
“Nu is ’t wel waar, dat zommige regtzinnnige Godgeleerden zig in dit stuk anders 
uitdrukken, stellende dat een en dezelve daad in aantal, zy in 't geheel de daad van 
God, als der eerste oorsaak, en de daad des schepsels als der twede oorsaak; en ’t 
zou konnen schynen als of dezen menschen dit zou konnen te stade komen, en ik 
ben verwondert, daar zulk een misbruik gemaakt word, met Citatien uit hervormde 
Godgeleerden, (uit welker woorden, doorgaans by hen in enen anderen en goeden 
zin genomen, zy toepassingen maken tot ene gruwel-leer, voor welke die mannen 
gruwen zouden, konden zy het hooft uit den grave opsteken.) dat hier zulke Citatien 
niet te voorschyn komen, die wonderlyk zouden schynen het stuk zelve te voldingen. 
Ik kan wel enige rede gissen waarom zulks niet geschied zy, doch ik zal die juist nog 
niet aanhalen. Alleen zal ik in dit staaltje aanwyzen, hoe ydel alle die Citatien zyn, 
uit hervormde Schryveren, wanneer niet alvorens het ware Systema word opgemaakt, 
volgens ’t welk zy schryven, en of ze juist dan over zulk een stuk opzettelyk hebben 
geschreven, dan of hen, in iets anders nu begrepen, wel eens spreekwyzen ontschoten 
zyn, juist niet naaukeurig, maar in dien tyd onschuldig en gangbaar, om datze van 
Atheistische menschen toen niet misbruikt, en derzelver Leuze waren." 

84 Cf. De oude orthodoxe leer der ware Gereformeerde Kerk, 25. 

95 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 372: “Actuatio illa producit non immediate non prox- 
ime actum sed actuatum quid, actum immediate producit ipsa Creatura" (see Overwin- 
nende leer, 269). 
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and the full responsibility of humans for their actions is maintained. 
At the same time, by using the word "immediately" this statement 
does not exclude that God is in a mediated way causing the act of 
a created being. The creature's dependence on God is expressed in 
the notion that the created being is actuated by Him and cannot 
act unless it 1s itself actuated. Yet the act itself seems to be exclu- 
sively the creature's act. This has the obvious theological advantage 
of implying that humans are morally responsible, and that God can- 
not be accused of their evil acts." The price to pay, however, is that 
single created acts appear to be declared free from direct Divine influ- 
ence. 

Driessen claims that Divine actuation “considered in itself” has only 
a general character and “by itself imparts no physical necessity at 
all, why man should determine himself to this [particular| act; man, 
however, does not determine himself independently, but he depends 
on the act of Divine direction." God's actuation, taken in this general 
sense (Driessen also admits a special actuation), leaves to humans a 
range of options for acting, but Driessen maintains that a particular act 
is a certain outcome.? Indeed, God's act of direction—the third aspect 
of providence, in Driessen’s definition” —covers “all singular actions of 
rational creatures and the determination of every motion in bodies.”®! 
However, by saying that the certainty of an act, given God's direction, 


96 Cf. Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 372: “Vera notio causae secundae est actuatam 
agere" (De overwinnende leer, 269). 

97 Cf. for instance Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 372: “Haec probe si distinguantur, 
manet illibata veritas, creaturam esse veram causam secundam, actu esse creaturae 
non Dei, sicque actuationem divinam omnis labis esse puram, et tamen creaturam 
omnimodo esse dependentem, ad hunc non alium actum edendum" (De overwinnende 
leer, 270). 

88 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 372: “Licet ergo actuatio per se spectata generalior sit 
nullamque per se necessitatem physicam inferat cur homo se ad hunc actum deter- 
minare debeat; non tamen homo se determinat independenter sed pendet ab actu illo 
directionis divinae? (De overwinnende leer, 270). 

89 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 373-374, here: “Sic actuatio per se spectata generalior 
dici potest, et sic aeque facere ut Creatura quid aversetur ac amet, sed cum relatione 
ad hominis indolem, providentiam et directionem circa hunc illum singularem actum, 
quae directio semper justa est, facit ut praecise ille non alius actus edatur. Sed actus qui 
sit non Dei sed creaturae" (De overwinnende leer, 271). 

90 Cf. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 368 (cited in n. 64 above); the other components 
are, of course, conservation and actuation. 

9! Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 375: ^Huic Directioni subsunt omnes Creaturarum 
Rationalium actiones singulares et omnis motus in Corporibus determinatio" (De over- 
winnende leer, 276). 
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has a moral instead of a physical character,” Driessen seems to adopt 
a position that is strikingly different from the physical determination 
of secondary causes that, for instance, Van Mastricht defended. On 
the basis of biblical and rational considerations Van Mastricht had 
argued that, if Divine influence had only a moral character, the “liberum 
arbitrium would be independent, at least with respect to the act of self- 
determination." Although Driessen praises the traditional and “solid” 
distinction between the physical side of the human act that depends on 
God and the inherent evil that comes from humans, he appears to 
think that this distinction 1s not sufficient to show that only humans are 
responsible for evil, for he assumes that a particular human act 1s not 
physically, but only morally certain by God's direction. 

It seems that Driesen's desire to leave room for human freedom and 
to impede any conceptual invitation to attribute human sin to God led 
him to think of Divine direction as having only morally a determin- 
ing character. He attempts to distinguish God's direction as much as 
possible from fatalism: it is e diametro opposita mechanismo et fato. "This 
accent on human freedom probably has to be explained by Driessen's 
opposition to contemporary philosophies, mainly of Spinozistic and 
Leibnizian-Wolffian varieties, which in various ways included a deter- 
minism other than the providential determination of everything by the 
free decision of God. Yet Driessen's position also appears to indicate 
a development that leads away from the earlier Reformed doctrine of 
physical pre-determination, because Driessen denies that an act done 


92 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 376: “Habet equidem illa Directio eventum certum, 
sed quod ad Causas liberas non physicum sed moralem; semperque procedit secundum 
exactissimam justitiam, sapientiam et simul libertatem. Ergo licet illa directio actionum 
singularium exitum determinet, quod vidimus, officit illa Libertati nihil neque sancti- 
tatem divinam obnubilat" (De overwinnende leer, 278). Cf. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 373 
(Overwinnende leer, 271-272) and 379 (Overwinnende leer, 286). Cf. also the denial of praemotio 
physica in J. Regius, Disputatio metaphysica de genuina. causae secundae notione, veraque ejus effi- 
cacia [W. Vay, 11 May 1712], Franeker 1712, 26-27: “Quamobrem simpliciter dicimus, 
causam secundam sola virtute, sive actione, sive influxu (de nomine non putamus esse 
contendendum) causae primae esse, manere et operari ın ipso enim vivimus, movemur, 
et sumus; solam physicam aliquam praemotionem, aut preadeterminationem, causam 
secundam afficientem, negamus, siquidem illa naturae voluntatis adversa, et aliquem 
coactum redolere videtur, et morale Dei dominium in creaturas rationales, in se satis 
captu difficile, adhuc multo reddit difficilius" (see Galama, Wijsgerig onderwijs, 71-72). 

?3 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 392a (UI, c. ro, $17): ^... alias liberum arbitrium indepen- 
dens foret, saltem quoad actum determinandi sui ...” 

94 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 373 (De overwinnende leer, 272-273). 

95. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 376-377 (De overwinnende leer, 277-281). 

96 Cf. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 380 (De overwinnende leer, 287-288). 
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by a creature is also done by God and he claims that particular human 
acts are in God's providence morally, not physically, certain. 

Still, Driessen assumes that actuation of created things has a phys- 
ical character, and he speaks of God's physical influence on created 
acts." Moreover, he was opposed to the “Arminian” view of a con- 
currence that 1s general in character and is specified in particular acts 
by secondary causes. In contrast to the Arminians Driessen affirms a 
concurrence which, together with Divine direction, has a certain and 
particular outcome.” Thus he rejected the notion of a general concur- 
rence—by which created natures are preserved—as well as the Jesuits’ 
concept of a simultaneous concurrence, in which God starts to influence 
when the created being takes an initiative to act.? As has been noted 
above, he insisted throughout that dependence on God is characteristic 
for secondary causes. A modern reader, like one in Driessen's own day, 
might infer from this fundamental dependence that an act of the cre- 
ated being must be, to some extent, also an act of God. But obviously 
Driessen was not prepared to allow this formulation. 

When Driessen in 1734 published his Sapientia hujus mundi quam Deus 
stultitiam feit, he dealt in a critical way with various articulations of 
“worldly wisdom" up to contemporary Leibnizian-Wolfhan thought. As 
was the case in earlier publications, secondary causality 1s defended 
with reference to the mind-body relationship.’ In a more general 
remark, he summarises a view that is familiar from Lumen et doctrina 
conscientiae: “the act of the second cause is dependent on the First 


97 Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 372-373: "Statuimus actuationem universalem non 
tantum sed particularem physicam quatenus illa in omni actu singulari animum actuat, 
et per quam Creatura non potest non agere; sed per illam actuationem actus est, at 
non talis, sed talis est per hominis indolem et Dei providentiam et directionem vel 
efficientem vel permittentem" (De overwinnende leer, 270-271); 383: “Quod vero Deus 
hic effecit, circumstantias illas sistendo, facultates naturales conservando, naturalem in 
agendo ordinem continuando, in actus physice influendo, ne minimam peccati speciem 
prae se fert? (De overwinnende leer, 293). 

98 Hypotheses arminianizantes, 3: “Negant talem concursus actum cui junctus actus 
directionis determinatas Creaturae actiones singulares certissimum consequens habet; 
illud cum sua indifferente Libertate non conciliant." 

99 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 370 (De overwinnende leer, 265-266): “Sicut ergo statuitur 
influxus particularis, influens in omnes actiones singulares, damnatur generalis, qui nil 
aliud sit quam naturae et facultatum conservatio, per quam creatura agere possit vel 
non agere, et simultaneus quo Deus eo momento quo agere incipit creatura in illius 
actionem potenter influat; simul talis damnatur concursus quo agatur tantum non agat 
creatura, actus non sit actus Ipsius creaturae, causae proximae." 

100 Sapientia hujus mundi, 131-132, 141. 
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Cause, yet the act as act is only the act of the creature itself.”!0! It 
can be asked how an act can be done by the creature only, if it is 
dependent upon God, but the statement clearly reveals two intentions 
of Driessen: to maintain, at the same time, human dependence on 
God and human responsibility, especially for evil. In Sapientia. hujus 
mundi the critical analysis of the philosophy of Descartes also includes 
a brief reference to Divine providence. The opening remark—that a 
wrong view of creation implies a false opinion on providence—can help 
understand what the main point was in Driessen's critical reference of 
what Descartes wrote on concurrence in one of his letters to Henry 
More. From the way Driessen quotes the philosopher it seems that he 
especially focused his criticism on an insufficient distinction between 
God and created things. '® This, of course, would also have implications 
for the relationship between First Cause and secondary causes, but the 
point is not elaborated here. 

Driessen's insistence on the reality of secondary causality can be 
understood against the background of contemporary philosophical de- 
velopments concerning the relationship between soul and body, and 
between God and the world. Driessen's personal record of opposition 
to such philosophical views helps to understand why he also opposed 
certain expressions of practical or experimental theology that taught or 
were thought to teach human passivity. The suggestion could be made 
that Driessen's opposition to certain philosophical views induced him 
to oppose aspects of a pietistic theology with which he otherwise was 
congenial.'? Two cases can be mentioned, both dating from about the 


101. Sapientia hujus mundi, 132: “Caussae secundae eflicientes etiam recte sunt tenendae, 
de quo plura ad animam humanam. Caussae secundae respectu caussae primae non 
ita instrumentales aut administrae concipi debent, ut, quamvis actus caussae secundae 
dependens sit a caussa prima, tamen actus, qua actus, in solidum sit actus ipsius 
creaturae." 

102 Sapientia hujus mundi, 43: “Si Veri Nominis creatio non tenetur, neque tenetur Veri 
nominis Providentia." On page 44 he quotes from Descartes’s letter to Henry More, 
[August 1649], AT V, 403,28—404,8, as follows (including Driessen's remarks): “Vis autem 
movens potest esse ipsius Det conservantis tantumdem translationis in materia, quantum a primo cre- 
ationis momento in ea posuit: Vel etiam substantiae creatae, ut mentis nostrae, vel cujusvis alterius ret, 
cut vim dederit corpus movendi, NB. Et quidem illa vis in substantia creata est ejus modus (nempe 
istius Potentiae moventis) non autem in Deo; quod quia non potest ita facile intelligi, nolui de ista 
re in scriptis meis agere, ne viderer eorum favere sententiae NB. Qui Deum tanquam Animam Mundi 
materiae unitam considerant. Heic habes quid ipsi sit concursus iste Divinus." —P. van Mas- 
tricht in 1677 critically examined Wittichius’s hypothesis (Theologia pacifica, 197) of subtle 
matter as the soul of the world; Gangraena, 361—362 (with reference also to H. Deusing). 

105 Cf. De Vrijer, Schortinghuis, 148: “Trouwens Driessen’s bestrijding van Eswijler is 
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same time (1739-1740), in which the issue of primary and secondary 
causality was among the topics brought up. A first instance 1s the con- 
troversy on the doctrinal soundness of Jan Eswijler's devotional Zielseen- 
zame meditatien in their eighteenth-century re-edition,'! and a second 
case can be found in the difficulties surrounding the Groningen theo- 
logical faculty approbation of the book Het innige Christendom, written by 
Driessen’s former pupil Wilhelmus Schortinghuis. '° 

Leaving aside the broader content of the critique of Eswijler’s book 
that Driessen formulated in the years 1739-1740, causality was one 
of the points discussed." Defending himself against criticisms of his 
Groningen colleague Driessen, Cornelius van Velzen writes that Dries- 
sen regarded Eswijler’s book as teaching passivity.” In a refutation 
aimed against letters on De oude orthodoxe leer der ware gereformeerde kerke 
that had probably been written by the Reformed minister Theodorus 
van der Groe (perhaps in co-operation with others),"? Driessen indeed 
mentions the reality of secondary causality as one of the central issues 
in the debate.! Accordingly, the first section in his 1739 book De oude 


behalve onjuist ook verwonderlijk, omdat Driessen èn aan Eswijler èn aan Schort- 
inghuis geestelijk nauw verwant was.” 

104 On this controversy, see Van Lieburg, Eswijlerianen. See also CJJ. Clements, 
““Spinozistisch of gereformeerd.” Het dilemma naar aanleiding van de Ziels-eenzame 
Meditatién van Jan Willemsz. Eswijler in: P. Bange et al. (eds.), Kerk en verlichting. Voor- 
drachten gehouden tijdens het Windesheim Symposium te Windesheim op 18 november 1989, Zwolle 
1990, 57-93; De Vrijer, Schortinghuis, 145-150. 

105 On the approbation, see Witteveen, Daniel Gerdes, 85-93; Kromsigt, Schortinghuis, 
191-210; De Vrijer, Schortinghuis, 244-250. W. Schortinghuis, Het innige Christendom, tot 
overtuiginge van onbegenadigde, bestieringe en opwekkinge van begenadigde zielen, in desselfs allerin- 
nigste en wesentlikste deelen gestaltelik en bevindelik voorgestelt in t’Kamenspraken, 3rd ed., Gronin- 
gen/’s-Gravenhage 1742. 

106 On Driessen’s criticism, see Van Lieburg, Eswijlerianen, 89-98 (and cf. the bibliog- 
raphy, 194, 198-199, 201); cf. Clements, ““Spinozistisch of gereformeerd,” 66, 70, 76—77, 
83, 88-89, 92. 

107 C, van Velzen, Antwoord, 48: “Evenwel wordt 'er uit die voorreden door de heer 
Driessen bygevoegt tot mijn nadeel/ dat ik het gebruik van het bewuste boekje tot 
quietistery ofte een lydelyk Christendom noeme een misbruik, daar mijn Collega wil/ dat 
dit uit het gebruik van dat boekje noodtzakelijk volgen moet/ als daar in regelrecht 
geleert wordende.” 

108 Three volumes, 1739-1740. For arguments and references supportive of Van der 
Groe’s authorship, see Van Lieburg, Eswilerianen, 85-89. Cf. De Vrijer, Schortinghuis, 
148-149. On Van der Groe, see Van Lieburg, ‘Groe, Theodorus van der,’ BLGNP, VI, 
98-101 and J. Exalto/F.A. van Lieburg (eds.), Neerlands laatste ziener. Leven, werk en invloed 
van Theodorus van der Groe (1705-1784), forthcoming. I am indebted to Exalto and Van 
Lieburg for their assistance. 

109 Driessen, De oude orthodoxe leer der ware Gereformeerde Kerk, Groningen 1739, p. [xix] 
of the preface: “Het hooftgeschil is, of het Boekje [i.e. of Eswijler] de zuivere Genade- 
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orthodoxe leer der ware Gereformeerde Kerk was devoted to maintaining sec- 
ondary causality “in nature and grace.”!!° The main thrust of the argu- 
ment is that a created being is a substance distinct from the substance 
of God and has received from God its own distinct power to operate, 
although the created being 1s constantly dependent on God. The acts 
of a created being are its own acts and not the acts of God. This is 
true of human beings generally, and the particular case of regenerated 
persons is similar in that these persons too have their own regenerated 
power to operate, while remaining dependent on God's grace. Driessen 
makes this point, as his own references make clear, in order to clearly 
dissociate Reformed orthodoxy from Spinozism or atheism, Hattemism 
and quietism.!!! *Hattemism" refers to the Pontiaan van Hattem, a for- 


Leer of de Quietisterye voordrage? En hoe het hier zelf met den Brief-Schryver gelegen 
zy? Hier kwam ’t 'er op aan: of de Ziel als ene ware en onderscheide zelfstandigheid wierde 
gestelt, of waaragtige twede werk-oorsaken, in natuur en genade, onderscheidentlyk tegen Hattemisterye 
en Quietisterye in haar eigen ligt wierden voorgedragen dan of ze verdonkert en verlochent wierden.” 

110 Driessen, De oude orthodoxe leer, 1—25. 

111 Driessen, De oude orthodoxe leer, 1-25; cf. passages like the following, 7-8: “Als rede- 
lyk Schepzel, word het noodwendig aangemerkt, als ene bezondere zelfstandigheid, 
hebbende van God zyn eigen wezen ontfangen, zyne eige vermogens, dog onderschei- 
den van Gods magt, en zo van God wel volstrekt afhangende, dog als ene bezon- 
dere en vry-werkende zelfstandigheid, word het noodwendig aangemerkt, als werkende 
door ene eindige, wel van God afhangende, doch zyne eige kragt, die in hem NB. en 
niet in God als in haar onderwerp is, gelyk zyn wezen niet is in het Goddelyk. Maar 
vraagt ge, konnen die woorden, het Schepsel op zig zelven, en buiten God aange- 
merkt, kan niet werken, dan genen anderen als tegenstrydigen zin hebben? Volgens 
de ware hervormde Leer genen anderen; maar zeer gevoeglyk volgens de Spinosistis- 
che en Hattemistische Gronden, als het Schepsel maar ene wyziging, het Boekje zal het 
toevalligheid noemen, van het Goddelyke Wezen is, het Schepsel op zig zelfs aange- 
merkt buiten God als ene wyziging, kan niet werken en heeft geen kragt; maar in 
God aangemerkt als ene wyziging van Gods Zelfstandigheid, werkt het, gelyk boven 
gezegt, door Gods natuurlyke kragt als boven, ‘t welk dan op louter bewerkt worden 
uit komt, en zo op een niet waaragtig werken, nog zonde, nog iets, indien het geen 
eige kragt heeft; maar louter lyden”; g: “Volgens de ware Leer der Gereformeerde 
Kerk kan een begenadigde niet anders aangemerkt worden, dan als ene bezondere 
zelfstandigheid, en wel ene geheiligde zelfstandigheid, hebbende een altyd levend lev- 
ensbeginsel, geheiligde vermogens, die ze door de genade heeft ontfangen, en van 
die afhangen, dog die haar eige vermogens zyn, in haar en niet in God als in haar 
onderwerp zynde, door welke als hare en hare eigen vermogens zy werkt: Zo leert de 
Rede, zo spreekt de Schriftuur”; 20: “De grenspaal tussen de hervormde leer en aller- 
ley Spinosistery is deze: of die twe werk-oorsaken, de eerste en de twede, niet wesend- 
lyk onderscheiden zyn? Dit stellen wy, alzo wesendlyk als God en mensch, Schepper 
en schepzel onderscheiden zyn. Dit, zegg'ik stellen wy. En die dit Lochent is een 
Atheïst, en die een twede oorsaak maar in klank stelt, en dus de redelyke afhanging 
en allen Godsdienst den bodem inslaat. Hier ligt dan het stuk, of de eerste oorsaak 
worde aangemerkt als in ene ware besondere onderscheidene Zelfstandigheid die men 
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mer Reformed preacher who, in the words of Michiel Wielema, devel- 
oped an “antinomian and pantheistic theology," which had as one of its 
tenets that “we are no sinners and have never sinned in a transgressive 
sense, because we are not active but passive beings, always following 
God's omnipotent will”! 

At a different point related to secondary causality, Driessen in the 
same debate insisted that the means a human should use in order 
to receive grace—such as reading the Bible—are truly means *by 
which" God works, not merely “occasions at which" He grants the 
gifts of grace. Driessen himself links this defence of really effective 
means to the view of human persons as actng freely though they 
always remain dependent on God. In contrast, the view that supports 
occasional causes 1s related to the view that created beings do not 
really effect anything, but merely passively undergo a fated series of 
actions. !! 


God noemt, zynde dier magt of kragt in die Zelfstandigheid alleen: de twede oor- 
saak die besondere Zelfstandigheid die men redelyk Schepzel noemt, en hare kragt 
om te werken, in die als in haar onderwerp, en niet in enig ander wezen of zelfs- 
tandigheid, niet in God, als in haar onderwerp. Wat nu de daden aanbelangt, der 
eerste en twede werk-oorsaak, die zyn ook wezendlyk daar in onderscheiden, dat die 
der eerste alleen der eerste, en niet der twede zyn, die der twede, al hangt de twede 
werk-oorsaak af van de eerste in haar werken, zyn niet de daden der eerste maar der 
twede. Dit stuk heb ik om redene opzettelyk aangehaald in myn Tract. Kett. enz. pag. 
391-393.” 

11? Wielema, The March of the Libertines, 163 and 167, respectively; Hattemism is 
discussed in Chapter 6. See also J. van Eijnatten, Liberty and Concord, 41-45. 

113 Driessen, Drie vraagstukken in haar ware ligt gestelt, Groningen 1739, 18-26, cf. here 
25-26: “Eer ik eindige, moet nog maar kortelyk aanwyzen, hoe dat middel niet waar door 
maar ter gelegendheid waar by 't zaamhange met den Quietismus en Hattemismus, en aldus 
meer of min met dat ghene ’t welk 'er na held; zedelyke oorsaken door welke waar- 
lyk zekere werkzaamheden voortgebragt worden in redelyke schepzelen, hangen daar 
mee 't zaam, dat ze ware werkende, en, wel in afhanging van Gods voorzienigheid, 
waarlyk vry-werkende oorsaken zyn, die door zedelyke oorsaken zig vryelyk bepalen 
konnen, omtrent dat gheen dat onder hunnen naturelyke vermogen vald, om iets 
te doen of te laten, of te werken over-een-komende die zedelyke oorsaken b.v. door 
afrading iets te laten, aanrading te doen, waarschouwing zig te wagten, beloften iets 
gretig te aanveerden. ’t Ligt alles anders, zo 'er maar ene ware werk-oorsaak is, en 
twede werk-oorsaken so wat klanken zyn; indien alles in ons gewrogt word, en alle 
de gewrogten in ons fataal of nood-schikkelyk °t zaamhangen, dan zyn zedelyke oor- 
saken door welke iets in ons gewrogt worde, al zo wel maar loutere woorden als de 
Casae [sic] finales oogmerkelyke oorsaken, die een schepper van ’t geheel al hebbe, de 
gehele natuur daar-stellende en stierende volgens zyne wyze en heilige doeleindens. 
Alles gaat dan zo noodschikelyk als °t gaat, beoogingen en zedelyke oorsaken doen ‘er 
niets toe." 
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'The insistence on secondary causality 1s found in Driessen's writings 
prior to 1739-1740, and to this extent at least his polemics even with 
theologians who basically could be considered as like-minded can be 
better understood. '* Cornelius van Velzen probably was not aware of 
his colleague's personal record in defending secondary causality, for he 
could not understand why Driessen in the Eswijler controversy insisted 
on the “peculiar powers (eige krachten)’ given to regenerated persons, for 
by doing so, Van Velzen thought, the all-influencing character of God's 
providence was insufficiently recognized.'^ But, Van Velzen admitted, 
although Driessen's concept of “actuation” introduced “a new term” 
in the doctrine of providence, Driessen himself spoke of a "particular 
influence that flows into all singular actions" and in this Van Velzen 
recognised orthodox Reformed doctrine. !!° 

In the 1740 Groningen faculty deliberations on the approbation of 
the book Het innige Christendom, written by Wilhelmus Schortinghuis, 
minister at Midwolda, Driessen qualified his overall support of Schort- 
inghuis's pastoral work and orthodoxy by pointing at a few passages 
that might be misinterpreted or abused in order to serve the pur- 
poses of a mysticism that went beyond the borders of orthodoxy.!!” 
In a later phase of the process three Groningen theologians, Daniel 
Gerdes, Driessen and, in a more reluctant way, Cornelius van Velzen 
summarised the questions of dispute under two points, one of which 
concerned the activity of persons renewed by grace. It was necessary 
to maintain clearly, the professors insisted, that although a born-again 
sinner is constantly dependent on God, he is able to perform his own 
actions that are rooted in the principle of grace (Genade-beginsel). 9 Thus, 


1^ Cf. De Vrijer’s comment, Schortinghuis, 148, quoted above. 

115 Van Velzen, Antwoord, 108: “Want in deze uitdrukkingen en meer anderen/ die 
wy "er zouden konnen byvoegen/ mankeert de actuatio ad actus singulares, of des heren 
invloed tot elke byzondere daadt/ die 'er vooral hadde moeten bygevoegt worden/ als 
zonder welke niemant uit zijne ontfange krachten/ al wordenze onderhouden/ werken 
kan/ en in welke eigentlijk de grensscheiding tusschen de lere der hervormde kerk en 
die der Pelagianen over dit stuk te zoeken is.” 

116 Antwoord, 106-107, quoting on 107 from Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 370 
(Van Velzen says 369): *... influxus particularis, influens in omnes actiones singulares 
... (c£. Overwinnende leer, 265). 

117 Kromsigt, Schortinghuis, 193-199; see W. Schortinghuis, Zedig antwoord op het His- 
torisch Verhaal van den Hoog Eerwaarden en seer Geleerden Heere Daniel Gerdes, Groningen 1740, 
27-29. 

118 Kromsigt, Schortinghuis, 199; cf. Witteveen, Daniel Gerdes, 88; De Vrijer, Schort- 
inghuis, 245. The letter by Driessen, Van Velzen and Gerdes, dated 15 April 1740, 
is given in Schortinghuis, Zedig antwoord, 16-18; one of the questions concerning “het 
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the Groningen theologians insisted on the activity of believers, deny- 
ing that these are nothing but passive. Schortinghuis himself agreed to 
the position of the faculty by answering the faculty questions with a 
whole-hearted “yes and amen.”!'® The skirmishes surrounding his book 
were not confined to this particular topic, but the episode illustrates 
that maintaining secondary causality remained a theological concern 
in Groningen around 1740. 

Driessen’s view of Divine concurrence or actuation is clearly meant 
to hold the middle way between, on the one hand a denial of the real 
secondary causality of created beings, and on the other hand an overes- 
timation of created causality which is considered independent from an 
eternal decree of God.!” The latter concern he has in common with 
earlier theologians such as Voetius and Van Mastricht. His argument 
against mono-causality, however, is more emphatic than it has been in 
these theologians, even to the degree that the doctrine of God’s physical 
determination of everything seems to have been weakened. 


3. Freedom of the Human Will: Reservations and Defence 


Reformed theology professes the sovereign government of God over 
everything and, as has been discussed above, it also defended secondary 
causality. A special instance of secondary causality is the human will. 
The question can be asked in what sense rational created beings can 
be said to have free will. Orthodox Reformed theology professes that 
sinners are to be saved from sin and corruption by the free grace of 
God alone and not by the good choosing of a so-called free will of 
humans. Dutch Reformed Confessions were very critical of free will?! 
and Voetius also strongly rejected a view according to which grace *... 
hangs all its power on the rotten thread of our dead or ill free will (alle 


werkzaam Genade-beginsel” was: “Of dezelve eige krachten, schoonze door geduurigen gewo- 
nen genade invloed onderhouden en bewaart worden, en dus, in dien zin alzins 
afhankelyk zyn, egter in vollen nadruk de age krachten van den begenadigden Zondaar moeten 
genoemt worden” (17). 

119 Kromsigt, Schortinghuis, 200, 206—207. Schortinghuis in his letter of 19 April 1740, 
in: idem, Zedig antwoord, 19: “... is het my seer redelik en betamelik voorgekomen, 
alle die voorgestelde vragen, A. so ten opsigte van de waaragtige letterkennissei, als B. 
ten opsigte van het werksaam genade beginsel, alle tot eene toe gemoedelik, hertelik en 
resolutelik met een welmeynend ja en amen te beantwoorden ..." 

120 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 370-371 (De overwinnende leer, 266). 

121 Cf. J. Rohls, Theologie reformierter Bekenntnisschriften, 85-91. 
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hare cracht suspendeert aenden verrotten draet van onsen dooden of crancken vryen 
wille).”'2? But is freedom of the will altogether denied?!” 
In 1762 Martinus Vitringa summarised the field as follows. 


The view of most Reformed theologians concerning the formal character 
of freedom amounts to this. In the negative sense it consists in immunity 
from coercion, [natural] force and natural necessity, and positively [it 
consists] in rational freedom by which it acts spontaneously on the 
basis of the practical judgement of reason. The papists, however, and in 
particular Jesuits, Socinians and Arminians, want the nature of freedom 
to be located in indifference toward both opposites [ie. alternatives], 
and they describe it as a power that 1s active by its intrinsic force and 
as an indifferent nature so that, when all requisites for acting are met, it 
nevertheless can act or act not, or [can] do this or that.'?* 


'This brief outline intimates that Reformed theology did not categori- 
cally reject freedom of the will. Accordingly, the question can be asked 
to what extent Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen fit into this picture 
or, in other words, how they conceived of human freedom and how 
they stood with respect to philosophical conceptions of human will. 


3.1. Voetius 


Rather than denying human freedom, Voetius maintained that human 
freedom is taught by both Holy Scripture and nature “and sound phi- 
losophy.”! To the question in what sense freedom can be attributed 
to the human will, he gave a differentiated reply. He defines freedom, 


122 Voetius, Proeve, 187 (the misprint “craucken” is corrected). 

123 On Reformed theological views on free will, see the forthcoming volume of 
texts—including one by Voetius—and commentaries in W.J. van Asselt/M. Bac/R.T. te 
Velde (eds), Reformed Thought on Freedom. The Concept of Free Choice (liberum arbitrium) in the 
History of Early-Modern Reformed Theology, Grand Rapids. 

124 M. Vitringa, Doctrina christianae religionis, II, 138: “Plerorumque Theologorum Re- 
formatorum sententia, circa rationem formalem Libertatis, huc redit. Illam consistere 
negative in immunitate a coactione, vi, atque necessitate naturali; et positive in luben- 
tia rationali, qua sponte agit ex judicio practico rationis. Pontificii vero, et inprimis 
Jesuitae, Sociniani, et Arminiani, naturam Libertatis volunt sitam esse in indifferentia, 
ad utrumque oppositorum: ac eam discribunt per potentiam activam ex intrinseca sua 
vi, et naturam indifferentem, ut, positis omnibus ad agendum requisitis, nihilominus 
tamen possit agere, aut non agere, aut hoc, vel illud agere." For a survey of literature 
and debates concerning the human will, see 137—142. 

125 Voetius, Thersites heautontimorumenos, 191: “... veritates istae, quod sit Deus, quod 
simplex; Intelligens, volens, potens, quod animae immortales, libertate seu naturali 
libero arbitrio praeditae omnes, quae ex lumine scripturae non tantum; sed etiam ex 
lumine naturae sanaque Philosophia patescunt.” 
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taken in the sense of freedom “of exercise, [freedom] from contradic- 
tion," as 


the active faculty in the human being which by itself and by its intrinsic 
and particular nature is not determined to just one thing, but rather is 
indifferent from itself to do either this or that and to work or not to work, 
given all requirements for acting are there. !?? 


This Voetian definition concerns the human will in all of its possible 
conditions: the will is always free, even in the state of sin." Voetius’s 
stance concerning the permanent freedom of the human will is basi- 
cally similar to how Anthonius Thysius described it in the Leiden Syn- 
opsis: the human will is not forced."? In another textbook that Voetius 
cites and also used for his teaching, William Ames admitted a “freedom 
of the will essential to man's nature” but, “though free in the actions it 
performs," the human will “is captive and servile in its way of perform- 
ing them.” 


126 De termino vitae, in SD V, rog: “... in praesenti negotio intelligimus libertatem 
quam vocant exercitii, contradictionis, et a natura naturalique determinatione quae omni 
voluntati in quocunque statu formalis et essentialis est, et definitur facultas activa in 
homine, quae ex se et sua intrinseca ac particulari natura non est determinata ad unum tantum, sed 
indifferens ex se ad hoc vel illud operandum, et ad operandum, et non operandum positis omnibus 
requisitis ad agendum. lnter requisita autem illa non numeramus Dei actionem circa 
voluntatem et actus voluntatis; quia Del actus creaturae actibus tam intimus est ut 
ab iis separari aut excludi non possit, et ipso movente secundum modum cuilibet 
creaturae convenientem, non possit non creatura moveri et movere in sensu scilicet 
composito. Intellige ergo in definitione libertatis, omnia requisita quae priora sunt et 
praerequiruntur tempore. Jam vero motio et praemotio Dei prior est natura, atque ita 
praerequiritur tantum, non tempore." 

17 Cf. also Thersites heautontimorumenos, 87-90 on various definitions. In the Leiden 
Synopsis purioris theologiae, which Voetius used for teaching purposes in Utrecht (Duker, 
Gisbertus Voetius, UL, 19), Anthonius Thysius described human free will in four different 
conditions: of integrity, sin, grace and glory ‘Disputatio XVII. De libero arbitrio’ 
JA. Tethrodius], in Polyander et al., Synopsis purioris theologiae, ed. H. Bavinck, 144-154 
(esp. 8814-44). 

128 "l'hysius, De libero arbitrio, ed. Bavinck, 146 (812): “Certe hic communiter res- 
pondemus, hominem omnia, quae vult et eligit agitque, non naturae necessitate, neque 
extrinseca vi coactum, invitum et involuntarium velle et agere, (natura enim, et vio- 
lentia, et coactionis necessitatis voluntati adversa est) sed praevio consilio, spontaneum, 
voluntarium et liberum (ita ut possit et idoneus sit, intrinseco principio voluntatem sus- 
pendere et electionem differe in alterutrum objectorum vel oppositum vel diversum) 
eligendo vel repudiando ferri, id est, hoc vel illud, et hoc prae illo eligere et velle, idque 
vel potentia proxima, vel saltem remota. Atque haec natura proprietasque voluntatis 
humanae, eaque perpetua est." 

129 Trans. Eusden, William Ames, The Marrow, 119 (I, 12, $44; quoted by Voetius in 
Thersites heautontimorumenos, 88) and 121 (I, 13, $10), respectively. On Voetius's use of the 
Medulla, cf. Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, UI, 20-21. 
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When Voetius's definition is compared with the statement quoted 
from Martinus Vitringa one might be struck by the fact that, by describ- 
ing freedom as indifference, Voetius makes use precisely of the ter- 
minology that Vitringa ascribes to the contrasting concept of Jesuits 
and others. Also in the eighteenth century Ruardus Andala, one of 
Driessen's teachers, had also refused to describe human freedom as 
indifference.? Whether this is just a question of terminology can be 
seen when the question is asked of how human freedom is related to 
the providence of God. 

Voetius seems to be in agreement with the intention of those who 
rejected the indifference of the human will, insofar as he denies that 
essential for human freedom 1s *a supreme, first and absolute dominion 
of one's actions, the dominion and freedom of God being excluded." ?! 
It is only a qualified freedom that is well compatible with “a certain 
necessity—not, however, an intrinsic, absolute and simple, but a rel- 
ative, extrinsic and hypothetical" necessity? Voetius mentions vari- 
ous instances in which freedom and necessity in different respects are 
compatible. Human actions are necessary in view of God's will and 
decree, but taken as the actions of a human being they are free. 


130 R, Andala, Dissertatio philosophica tertia, in qua demonstratur omnimoda rerum omnium 
dependentia a Deo, tum in esse, tum in operari, pars posterior, 13-14 ($66): “Quod detur in nobis 
liberum arbitrium, sive libertas, quodque actiones liberae a nobis procedant, proba- 
vimus $51. Liberae autem dicuntur, quia libere et a voluntate nostra procedunt, quia 
sunt spontaneae, quas sponte pro lubitu, minime coacte, producimus. Liberum enim 
arbitrium, sive voluntatis libertas, non consistit in indifferentia, qua absolute loquendo 
possimus agere, et non agere, et contrarium agere; sed in lubentia, spontaneitate, et non 
coactione, qua ita agimus, ut non sentiamus nos cogi, sive a causa externa determinari 
ad id agendum, sed quia lubet, quia ita volumus, quia hoc eligimus." 

131 De termino vitae, in SD V, 109: “Non est ergo de essentia libertatis, ut sit omnimodo 
libera supra et infra, et dominium actionum suarum supremum, primum et absolutum 
obtineat, excluso dominio et libertate Dei. Thomas in I, quaest. 83, art. 1 ..." (Voetius 
goes on quoting from Aquinas). 

13? De termino vitae, 109-110: “Cum hac autem libertate optime consistere aliquam 
necessitatem non quidem intrinsecam, absolutam, et simplicem, sed secundum quid, 
extrinsecam et hypotheticam ..." Voetius refers to the preceding discussion, cf. 105-106, 
where he qualified the “necessity of the consequence (consequentiae)” as “eaque gemina 
infallibilitatis ex Dei praescientia, et immutabilitatis ex Dei voluntate seu decreto," and 
argued that “one and the same thing can be both necessary and contingent, but in a 
different respect (... unam eandemque rem posse esse et necessariam et contingentem. sed diverso 
respectu).” Voetius refers to biblical texts (Acts 2:23, 4:48; Luke 22:21, 22, 37, 53, 24:26, 
46; Matt. 18:7, 26:53, 54, Mark 14:48, 49, John 12:39, 19:36, 1 Cor. 11:19; Hebr. 6:4) as 
well as to philosophical and theological thinkers (106). 

133 De termino vitae, 110—112. 

134 De termino vitae, 112: “Quamvis enim in ordine ad causam primam dicantur omnia 
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The objection that God's immutability seems to change the contin- 
gency of the action into necessity is not just one that modern readers 
might feel invited to make, but it was already formulated by Voetius 
himself, and he denied the suggestion.'? The decree itself of God, he 
argues, does not effect the being of the thing, its existence in reality, but 
it implies “only [the transition] of the possible thing to its future being,” 
in other words: it only determines that the possible thing will exist at a 
certain point in time.' The realisation of the decree is brought about 
in a contingent way that fully respects the particular nature of every 
created being, the human will included. How exactly this happens can- 
not be understood by us human beings.!?? 

Another possible objection could be that universal determinism is 
implied insofar as human beings can only do that what God has de- 
creed, but this too Voetius is not willing to admit. 8 He makes a distinc- 
tion between internal and external determinism, and repeats that exter- 
nal determinism (by the will of God) is compatible with internal free- 
dom (a human’s freedom).'? Voetius, in other words, admits a form of 


necessaria et per se intenta; tamen secundum se sumpta simpliciter libera, contingentia 
et fortuita sunt et dicuntur, quia una quaeque res est et judicatur secundum particu- 
lares, proprias et proximas causas." “Pariter judicandum est actiones humanas propter 
respectum et dependentiam ad causam primam, no exuere libertatem et transformari 
in necessarias. Quia omnis effectus in necessitate et contingentia. sequitur causam proximam et non 
causam primam. Thomas in lib. quo disput. de Prophetia art. 11.” 

135 De termino vitae, 112: "Atqui immutabilitas decreti divini, et secundum illud poten- 
tissima executio, omne liberum et contingens facit necessarium et frangit non flectit 
voluntates." 

136 De termino vitae, 112-113: “Decretum Dei non mutat naturas rerum, quia nihil ponit 
in rebus, neque per decretum est transitus rei futurae ad suum esse, sed tantum rei 
possibilis ad suum fore." 

157 De termino vitae, 113: “Executio vero seu operatio Dei emanans, immutabili decreto 
et ordini posito non repugnat, sed potenter et suaviter omnia mirabili modo ita dispo- 
nit, ut libere seu contingenter fiat quodcunque ita fieri decrevit. Quia cooperatur 
unicuique creaturae secundum naturam uniuscujusque sapientissima et mirabili pro- 
portione, conformitate, commensurataque connexione et coaptatione concursum suum 
adhibens vide Thom. 1.2, quaest. 10, art. 4. Quem modum tractandi voluntates homi- 
num et iis cooperandi si nos non capimus, dum Deum ex ingenio nostro metimur, non 
mirum est." 

138 De termino vitae, 113. 

159 De termino vitae, 113-114: “Determinatio alia est naturalis et ab intrinseco, alia 
extrinseca et ex suppositione. Posterior optime cum libertate et contingentia consistere 
potest. Quod patet in futuris contingentibus, quorum cum sit determinata veritas (ut 
ipsi Hypothetici agnoscunt) ipsa tamen sunt manentque contingentia, nec transeunt in 
naturam necessariorum. Ita etiam actiones humanae simpliciter libere fiunt, quamvis 
secundum quid et ab extra dicantur necessario fieri, cum fiant posito actu, et cum 
determinantur. Libere enim Deus decernit ut aliquid fiat necessario, et aliquid fiat 
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*theological determinism’ that leaves human freedom intact. He main- 
tains a realm of secondary causality, human considerations and deci- 
sions by which the decree of God is freely worked out.''? 

Accordingly Voetius cites a number of concepts of the will that 
are compatible with some form of necessity! He regards “freedom 
(libertas? as a too ambiguous notion, and he dislikes anything that 
hints at radical human self-determination, but prefers to speak of “the 
voluntary (tò voluntarium),” as being both an Aristotelian and a biblical 
term.!? For him the main point in human freedom seems to be that 
“a man ... does nothing other than [acting] spontaneously, and that 
which he himself chooses and wills, performing his action out of an 
intimate inclination."!? Thus, an action is free when its starting-point 
is "internal," but for an action to be free it is not required that this 
“intrinsic principle" is at the same time “the first principle, that is not 
moved by another.” 14 

It is thus natural that Voetius could not accept the much more 
extended claim that Descartes made with respect to human free will. 
The 1656 Voetian pamphlets deal with Descartes's claim of infinite 
free will.'^ The Voetian author quoted various texts that document 


contingenter: et non magis libera determinatio hic tollit contingentiam, quam ibi 
libertatem." 

140 De termino vitae, 114: “Decretum Dei non tantum non tollit sed ponit, includit, 
et confirmat causalitates causarum secundarum, et in iis hominis judicium et colla- 
tonem, qua discernit objecti veritatem, et secundum propriam proaeresin voluntatis 
imperio prosequitur, atque ita infallibiliter libertas secundae illud facit quod prima fieri 
decrevit." 

141 De termino vitae, 114-115. 

142 De termino vitaa, 115: “Immo si omisso ambiguo libertatis termino, qui nec in 
Scriptura, nec apud Philosophum ista notione occurrit, et exploso are&ovoio, quod 
nimis sonat in malum, retineamus tantum 16 voluntarium et TÒ Exobovov xata zxooaíogow, 
ex formula Peripatetica Ethic. lib. 3 et ex usu Scripturae Philem. v. 14, Hebr. 10:26, 1Petr. 
5:2, Dan. 11 v. 3, et 16 ..." 

143 De termino vitae, 115: “Quidquid Deus decreverit et quaecunque eventus cum 
decreto sit connexio, homo tamen nihil aliud agit quam sponte sua, et quod ipse eligit 
ac vult ex intima inclinatio actionem suam eliciens.” 

144 De termino vitae, 116: “De ratione voluntarii est quod principium ejus sit intra, sed 
non oportet quod hoc principium intrinsecum sit primum principium non motum ab 
alio: unde motus voluntarius, etsi habeat principium proximum intrinsecum tamen 
principium primum est ab extra, sicut et primum principium motus naturalis est ab 
extra quod scilicet movet naturam Thomas 1.2, quaest. 9, art. 9." 

145 Suetonius Tranquillus, Nader openinge, 10-12; idem, Den overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 31— 
33; idem, Verdedichde oprechticheyt, 40-43. The latter two places reply to Irenaeus Phi- 
lalethius, Bedenkingen op den Staat des geschils, 90-91, and De overtuigde quaetwilligheidt, 47-48, 
respectively. 
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Descartes's view concerning the scope and perfection of human will. “® 
That this issue has implications with regard to the doctrine of Divine 
providence can be illustrated especially from Descartes's letter to Chris- 
tine of Sweden, in which Descartes claims that free choice “seems to 
exempt us from being subject to Him (semble nous exemter de luy estre suiects, 
AT V, 85,15-16).” This claim is rejected in the second Voetian reply to 
Irenaeus Philaletius—Heidanus—as an expression of human pride. “7 It 
did not play a role in the first reply, where a general charge of Pela- 
gianism 1s made and Heidanus is criticised for defending the French 
philosopher by quoting views of theological authorities such as Thomas 
Aquinas and Bernard of Clairvaux.! ? 


3.2. Van Mastricht 


Like his illustrious predecessor, Van Maastricht maintained both the 
freedom of human actions and their fundamental dependence on and 
conformity to the will of God. The former tenet is defended with ref- 
erence to experience and to biblical testimony in support of human 
freedom (in texts such as 1Pet. 5:2 and Hebr. 10:26, which were also 
among those cited by Voetius). Still, free actions are dependent on God. 
Both tenets, Divine pre-determination and human freedom, are fully 
compatible: God's determination notwithstanding the human will can 
act on the basis of free deliberation; it does not deprive the human 
will of its liberty, just like a human’s self-determination leaves its free- 
dom intact. The latter comparison between God's pre-determination 
and human self-determination is perhaps not the most convincing illus- 
tration, insofar as it likens a determination from outside to one from 


146 Nader openinge, 10-12: Meditations, AT VIL, 56,26-30 and 57,1122; Les passions de 
l'áme, 152, AT XI, 445,14-23; a letter to Christine from 20 November 1647; AT V, 81,4— 
82,1 and 85,12-17; Principia. philosophiae, Y, $6; AT VIII-2, 6,25-30. C£. on Descartes's 
views, Cottingham, A Descartes Dictionary, 64-66; J.-L. Marion, Sur la théologie blanche de 
Descartes, Chapter 17. 

19 Verdedichde oprechticheyt, 42-43. Descartes’s statement claimed, as it were, the oppo- 
site of what was said by A. Rivetus in the Synopsis purioris theologiae, go: “Neque enim 
in actionibus liberi arbitrii creatura intellectualis exempta est ab ordine primae causae; 
quia omnino necesse est, ut in Deum, tamquam in primam, perfectissimam ac proinde 
efficacissimam causam, omnis creatura, omnisque ejus actio, atque ipsius cujuslibet 
actionis modus omnis ac perfectio reducatur. Sequitur ergo, nullam esse in creaturis 
libertatem voluntatis, quae non sit ex participatione libertatis summae increatae, quae 
sit causa prima, propria atque intima omnis creaturae libertatis, omniumque liberarum 
actionum, quatenus hujusmodi sunt." 

148 Suetonius Tranquillus, Den overtuyghden cartesiaen, 32-33. 
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inside the human will. But apart from this the basic position is the same 
as that which Voetius defended, who understood human liberty in the 
sense of acting from an internal principle. 

Van Mastricht objects to an understanding of human free will that 
assumes a moral involvement of God in its first determination (prima 
determinatio, but not a physical direction (gubernatio physica) of it. Pela- 
gians of different varieties, and also the universalists among the Re- 
formed theologians, deny that God 1s directly involved in the first deter- 
mination of the human will. In contrast to this view Van Mastricht 
defends, as the usual Reformed position, that God both morally per- 
suades and physically inclines the will. Apart from biblical arguments 
that Van Mastricht puts forward, he can plausibly point out that if 
humans are dependent on God, no area can be found where they could 
function independently from God. In addition, humans since the Fall 
are blind in their intellect and corrupt in their will, so that both intel- 
lect and will need to be changed by a physical work of God, by which, 
however, the freedom of the will is not denied. °° 

How did Van Mastricht respond to early modern philosophical views 
concerning human liberty? Spinoza's denial of contingency and free 
will, with respect to both God and humans, receives no attention 
from Van Mastricht, who in his 1677 book against Cartesianism attacks 


19 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 392a (II, c. ro, $17: “Qua ratione autem libertas arbi- 
trii nostri, cum divina ista. praedeterminatione consistat, non adeo difficile est assequi (ut 
multi opinantur) si cogitaverimus, influxum divinum, ejusque praedeterminationem, non 
obstare quo minus homo agat ex consilio et complacentia rationali, eaque seipsum deter- 
manet indeterminatum alias, et indeterminabilem ab ulla causa creata. Addam, si Deus 
voluntatem determinando, coque volitionem producendo, libertatem voluntati adimeret; et 
voluntas seipsam determinando ac volitionem procurando, sibi libertatem adimeret; 
quod contradictorium: aut si voluntas seipsam determinando, sibi non tollat libertatem; 
nec Deus idem agendo." 

150 ThPTh, 409b (MI, c. 11, Sri): “Reformati ex adverso statuunt, Deum circa liberum 
arbitrium, ejusque primam determinationem occupari, non tantum sua providentia 
morali, suadendo aut persuadendo; sed etiam Physica, voluntatem flectendo, quin et imme- 
diate, non tantum circa intellectum, eum illuminando; sed etiam circa voluntatem, ei novam 
propensionem, versus se, et bona spiritualia et salvifica, infundendo. Quia 1. Scriptura sic 
docet Prov. xxi. 1 et xvi. 1, Phil. ii. 13, Jer. xxxi. 33, et alibi. Quia 2. etiam natura tradit 
creaturam rationalem, a providentia Dei general seu physica pendere, non tantum quoad 
suum physicum, sed etiam morale, ut citra contradictionem, non possit utroque modo 
subtrahi, utrique providentiae divinae. Quia 3. non tantum intellectus hominis conver- 
tendi, sua laborat caecitate; sed et voluntas, sua aversione a Deo et bono quovis spirituali, 
et propensione in contraria; proinde necessario requirit, ut physica Dei operatione, non 
tantum caecitas ab intellectu tollatur; sed et corruptio illa, a voluntate. Nec adversariis 
suppetit quod objiciant, nisi tali operatione, voluntatem privari sua libertate, cui ex pro- 
fesso respondimus cap. praecedenti." 
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Spinoza mainly in view of the relationship between theology and phi- 
losophy. However, in this book the Utrecht theologian devoted a section 
to the Cartesian infinity of the human will, and a chapter to free choice 
(de libero arbitrio). ^! One year earlier, on 16 January 1676, the University 
curators and the burgomasters of Leiden had publicly forbidden dis- 
cussions on various positions. Among the rejected views was the thesis 
that “the will of the human being is absolutely free” and, “with respect 
to objects just as infinite as the will of God ıs.”'5? Thus, shortly before 
Spinoza's Opera posthuma (1677) were published,? not determinism but 
rather a radical non-determinist view of the human will was felt to be a 
notable danger for orthodoxy in Church and society. 

In the Gangraena’s chapter on free will, Van Mastricht analysed no 
fewer than eight Cartesian innovations. Most of the issues bear more 
directly on the optimistic Cartesian anthropology (especially the as- 
serted possibility that humans can avoid error) than on the relation- 
ship between human freedom and Divine providence. Van Mastricht 
detected Pelagianism at various points, for example in the view of 
Cartesians that error is not inherent in the faculties of the soul them- 
selves,* and that the human “will can easily embrace that which is 
good, if only intellect and judgement correctly show [it] (voluntatem 
facile posse amplecti bonum, st modo intellectus et judicium bene mon- 
strent)." ^ 

One of the positions that Van Mastricht criticised more directly 
concerns the relation of human free will and Divine providence. He 
cites Descartes’s profession of ignorance as to how “the pre-ordination 
of God leaves the free actions of humans non-determined."^* While 
Van Mastricht considers it a common conviction that God's decree 
leaves humans free from the “force of external causes," he fears that 
Descartes denied Divine pre-determining concurrence (praecursum deter- 


151 Gangraena, 451—457 and 500-512, respectively. Cf. a reaction by P. Allinga, Decades 
duodecim, 359—363. 

13? Molhuysen, Bronnen, II, 320, no. 16: *Voluntatem hominis absolute liberam esse 
et indeterminatam ac aeque infinitam esse ratione obiectorum ac est Dei voluntas." 

153 See e.g. Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 285—294. 

154 Gangraena, 507: “Secundo, quod, crassissimo Pelagianismo, facultates mentis puras stat- 
uat, dum errores non in ipsis facultatibus collocat; sed in operationibus inde manantibus, et 
ab ipsis diversis" (for supporting Cartesian quotations, see 506). 

155 Gangraena, 508—509 (quote from 508), cf. 510: “Quod colludat cum placitis Pela- 
gianorum, Arminianorum, Jesuitarum, qui determinationem voluntatis procul a Deo remo- 
vent." On Pelagianism, see also 512. 

156 Descartes, Principia philosophiae, 1, 841; AT VIII-1, 20,21-23. 
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minantem) and instead taught only concomitant concurrence (concursum 
lantum qui determinatione concomitatur) or a concurrence that is just gen- 
eral (concursum tantum generalem). However, Van Mastricht does not 
explore the issue in further detail: Wittichius correctly considered it 
a matter of Descartes-exegesis, and Wittichius himself, as Van Mas- 
tricht reads him, does not defend the view “that Divine pre-ordination 
leaves free actions wholly undetermined.”'® It seems, therefore, that 
Van Mastricht's opposition to contemporary philosophical conceptions 
of human freedom basically concerns various articulations of a Carte- 
sian overestimation of the freedom of the human will. A determinist 
denial of human freedom seems to have been no conceivable danger 
to him.’ That situation would change, however, and for a theolo- 
gian such as Anthonius Driessen philosophical forms of determinism 
became a topic of real concern. 


3.3. Driessen 


Driessen's central tenets were the same as those which Voetius and Van 
Mastricht defended in the previous century: the created human being 
is entirely dependent on God, and at the same time it is free, that is 
to say, it “acts freely from an internal principle in a way adapted to 
the laws of its nature ..."!9? Driessen fought against both overestimation 


157 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 511—512. 

158 Gangraena, 511—512, referring to Chr. Wittich, Theologia pacifica, 39-40 (852) and 
idem, Appendix ad Theologiam pacificam, sive modesta responsio ad celeberrimi D. Samuelis Mare- 
sa Indiculum controversiarum, Leiden 1672, 54 (question 15). The last Cartesian innovation 
Van Maastricht detects is Wittichius’s statement that only “natural necessity and coer- 
cion” is incompatible with “freedom of the will” (reference to Theologia pacifica, $41, 
Le. p. 32), which leads Van Maastricht to suspect that sin is not seen as a problem for 
freedom (Gangraena, 512). But cf. Wittichtus’s next section: “Etsi enim peccatum reddat 
nostram voluntatem servam, et sic tollat eam libertatem, quae opponitur servituti, in 
quam libertatem nos Christus asserit, tamen non potest tollere eam libertatem, qua ab 
automatis distamus, quae ipsi voluntati est essentialis, cum non possit evertere ipsam 
voluntatem" (32). 

159 Cf. Gangraena, 511: “Jam et a Cartesio, et a quovis satis comprehendi potest, ut 
per praeordinationem divinam liberae hominum actiones non subjiciantur vi causarum 
externarum, neque enim in hoc ulla est seu difficultas, seu controversia." 

160 Driessen, Delineatio, 16 (888): “Et sane utrumque illud (licet nos utriusque modum 
non assequimur) fluit ex ipsa rei natura; qua Creatura necessario dependet, qua libera, 
libere agit ex interno principio convenienter legibus Naturae suae lubentissime, et illa 
libertas, quae creaturae est, dependet, nisi quis fingat contradictorium esse, creaturam 
esse liberam, vel Deum creaturam creare liberam, vel libertatem a Deo pendere, quam 
contradictionem esse nemo mortalium probaverit unquam." 
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and underestimation of human freedom, and it seems that the latter, 
anti-determinist, focus was more prominent in his critical engagement 
with contemporary philosophy. One remarkable expression of this 1s 
Driessen's distinction between freedom and will. Freedom (Libertas), in 
his view, is the “principal faculty of the mind (Princeps Mentis Facultas). 9! 
Freedom has command over all other powers of the human mind, 
including intellect and will. The main reason why freedom is distinct 
from the will seems to be that freedom can command the will also to 
will that which is not-willed. This, moreover, is taken to illustrate “that 
the soul does not act on the basis of some law of a mechanism." !? 

On the other polemical side, Driessen's opposition to an overestima- 
tion of the human will is expressed particularly in his insistence on the 
fact that the human being is dependent on God—both in the state of 
integrity when its will was indifferent, and now that this indifference 
has been lost. God alone 1s independent and He guides free rational 
human beings in a way that is consonant with their freedom.'® Since 


161 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 86, cf. go. Referring to this exposition he would later 
say of the will: “Nisi et hanc veri nominis facultatem activam facere velis passivam vel 
mechanicam, voluntati non est postponenda, sed praemittenda libertas" (Sapientia hujus 
mundi, 138); Engelhard was not convinced and still accepted what he called “the com- 
mon view of our theologians and philosophers," Apologia, 53). In Lumen et doctrina consci- 
entiae Driessen devoted different chapters to freedom and to the will (part IL, Chapters 4 
and 7 respectively). See also ‘Eenige proefstukken der praktikale Godgeleerdheid opge- 
maakt volgens de beweerde genadeleer,’ 98, included in De overwinnende leer der bezondere 
genade. 

162 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 88: “Sequitur ex disputatis hactenus, Libertatem a vol- 
untate esse distinctam, cur enim fingas potentiam potentiae, attributum attributi; non 
minus Libertas Intellectui reliquisque potentiis quam voluntati imperat ad Spiritum 
spectans omnem non ad solam voluntatem. ... Quod sane probat et esse distinctas 
potentias Libertatem et Voluntatem, et Animam non agere ex aliqua mechanismi lege, 
dum velle iubetur et vult appetitui suo tam adversa"; 89: “Libertas imperat Menti vel 
1o velle vel to nolle, quia ratio vel hujus vel illius in his circumstantiis potior videtur^; 
go; 96: “Jam adverto ex allatis locis, esse Libertatem a voluntate uti reliquis potentiis 
omnibus distinctam. Ponit illa [Scriptura?] utramque volitionem a Libertate imperatam 
invitam illam pariter atque lubentem 1 Cor. ix. 17." 

193 See Delineatio, 13: “Quare, docente sic Ratione, Deus has omnes Res conservat, 
agit, dirigit, gubernat modo, qui neque Divinae sanctitati, nec creaturarum Rational- 
ium libertati repugnat" ($70), and “Prius illud necessario sequitur ex Dei absoluta inde- 
pendentia, et Creaturarum omnium omnimoda dependentia. Posterius ex ipsa Crea- 
turae rationalis, et liberae, qualis a Deo creata est, et conservatur, natura" ($71). Cf. 
De overwinnende leer der bezondere genade, 167; Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 343 (in Dutch 
in Overwinnende leer, 209): “Indifferenter autem liberae fuerunt Creaturae non lapsae. 
Neque tamen independentes fuerunt, sed a Deo pependerunt naturaliter quod ad exis- 
tentiam et vires suas carumque exercitium a conservante, in actiones influente, et diri- 
gente providentia; et moraliter a Lege Dei; atque ab ordine a Deo constituto ut secun- 
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the Fall, however, this freedom of the will does not consist in indiffer- 
ence any more. In contrast to the Pelagian claim of an indifferent will, 
Driessen stated that the human will is now inclined to do evil sponta- 
neously. This inclination is restrained when God renews a believer, but 
the regenerated human being’s will is still not indifferent.!5* 

In his discussion of what he regarded as the chief faculty of the 
human mind—freedom—Driessen admitted that freedom could be de- 
fined as being “indifferent,” if only the dependence on God is also 
acknowledged.'? In addition, the quality of indifference changes ac- 
cording to the nature of its subject: it is in different ways in God, in 
the good angels and the saved souls in heaven, in man in the state of 
integrity, in humans who are born again, and in fallen and unconverted 
humans.!° The question for Driessen is whether ‘indifference,’ given its 
various possible meanings, is a helpful term. It could rather be used 
to adorn fallen humankind with a quality that in reality it does not 
have. He notes in addition that the Bible uses other terms rather than 
indifference. '°7 

In 1733 Driessen again showed himself sensitive to the danger of an 
overestimation of natural humanity. He then took issue with what he 
termed “Arminian hypotheses” in the theology of his Franeker col- 
league Herman Venema.'? In the survey of the “Systema Armini- 


dum illum vel in obedientiam vel in inobedientiam exierit, sed in neutrum necessario 
exiverit, quia Deus Creaturam Rationalem moraliter a se pendere voluit, quare flex- 
ionem huc vel illuc illi indifferenter liberam fecit; Sicque intelligis qui Creaturae actio 
nequaquam a Dei voluntate independens fuerit, sed sic ut Deus in peccati commu- 
nionem nullo modo venerit"; 353 (in Dutch in Overwinnende leer, 230), 355, (Overwinnende 
leer, 234); see also Overwinnende leer, 259—260 (not in Lumen et doctrina conscientiae). 

164 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 342-344 (in Dutch in Overwinnende leer, 207—211), 348 
(Overwinnende leer, 219—220), 365 (Overwinnende leer, 255), 365-366 (Overwinnende leer, 257); 
see also Overwinnende leer, 129—130; Hypotheses Arminianizantes, 1. 

165 Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, go: “Vocem [sc. indifferentiae] equidem orthodoxo 
sensu, qui Libertatis a Divino Decreto atque Providentia dependentiam veram non 
negat, acceptam, non refugio." 

166 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 91-93. 

167 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 93, see also 96: “Et sic tamen manet indifferentiae 
vocem non esse admittendam. Scriptura Sacra voce illa non utitur. Sed, de Deo atque 
hominibus, aliis accuratis atque significantioribus e&ovota Act. 1. 7, Luc. xii. 5, Act. v. 5, 
Rom. ix. 21, Dominio in spiritum Prov. xvi. 32, 1 Cor. vii. 37. Ubi pulchre notanda potestas 
in Voluntatem. Ad quod sane attendas serio velim, qui Scripturam veneraris. Optimam ex 
illa hauriri Metaphysicam mecum agnosces; et tamen voce illa numquam utitur, mirum 
autem, quod principem illam Naturae rationalis potentiam nomine suo non dixisset." 

168 Hypotheses Arminianizantes. On the controversy between Driessen and Venema see 
J.C. de Bruine, Herman Venema, een Nederlands theoloog in de tijd der Verlichting, Franeker 1973, 
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anum" which forms the first section of the book, he characterised 
Arminian thought in general as including—or more precisely: being 
built upon—the idea that humans, nowithstanding the Fall, still have 
"indifferent freedom" to do whatever they like, be it morally good or 
not.'? A too optimistic view of natural human powers was, Driessen 
feared, also what Venema tended to favour.” 

The Bible, Driessen says, establishes a link between the “necessity 
that comes from the Decree" of God to “Liberty.” !"! “Decree and prov- 
idence do not make the human being do anything that Liberty has not 
dictated before," nor do they “remove the reason why Liberty either 
commands or forbids [anything] to the will.”!”? The exact link between 
Divine determination and human freedom cannot be grasped.!? Yet 
both should be maintained: the human *mind does nothing without 
God knowing and willing or doing or permitting” it, *[b]ut neither is 
this Liberty of the Mind denied in this way.”!” In short: “who denies 
Liberty makes [rational created beings] machines, who [denies] the 
Decree and Providence makes [them] gods." 


68-84; cf. also Honig, Alexander Comrie, 41; Witteveen, Daniel Gerdes, 83; W.J. Kühler, Het 
Socinianisme in Nederland, repr. of the ed. Leiden 1912, with a preface by A. de Groot and 
index by D. Visser, Leeuwarden 1990, 270. 

169 Hypotheses Arminianizantes, 1: “Tlowtovıpevöog Arminianorum, per omne Systema reg- 
nans, est perversus conceptus de Hominis, etiam post lapsum, libertate indifferente, ita 
confundentes Libertatem Hominis qualis erat ante Lapsum cum illa post lapsum"; 3, 
4: “Hominis Libertatem, etiam hoc rerum statu, ponunt [i.e. Arminiani] intrinseca sua 
vi tam esse indifferentem ut positis omnibus ad agendum requisitis possit agere vel non 
agere hoc vel illud agere, bene vel male agere. Sic in omnium Hominum potestate 
situm esse divinis verbis et admonitionibus credere, mandatis vitae obsequi, et eorum 
se jugo subdere, Deo fores animi pulsanti per se aperire"; cf. 6. 

170 Cf. Hypotheses Arminianizantes, 51-52, 54, 56-57, 106, 108. 

171 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 96-97: “Et necessitatem ex Decreto (quae certus modo 
est eventus) cum Libertate conjungit Math. xviii. 7, 1 Cor. ix. 16, Math. xxvi. 54, Luc. 
xxii. 37 et xxiv. 26.” 

172 Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 97: “Decretum et providentia non faciunt, ut homo 
quidquam faciat, quod Libertas non ante imperaverit. Decretum et providentia ratio- 
nem non tollunt, ob quam voluntati vel imperet vel prohibeat Libertas. Sed apparentia 
rationis, vel verae vel apparentis tantum, et creatura libere agens, pendet a Dei decreto, 
actione et directione Dei vel agentis vel permittentis, quando certus eventus sequitur ex 
constitutione divina." 

173 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 101. 

174 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 99: “... ipsam etiam mentem in libera illa sua determi- 
natione, quae operationum ejus est causa proxima, a Dei Decreto illiusque Providentia 
pendere, sic ut nihil agat mens nisi sciente et volente vel agente vel permittente Deo. 
Neque tamen sic negatur illa Mentis Libertas." 

175 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 98: “Ergo Libertas, a nobis adserta, ponit Creaturas 
Rationales veras causas, sed Decretum et Providentia ponunt veras causas secundas; 
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Driessen attacked a theological overestimation of human freedom, 
but on the other hand he was very much aware of, and averse to, a 
contemporary tendency, mainly represented in the philosophy of his 
day, to deny or diminish human freedom to an extent he considered 
unacceptable. In fact at this point a number of tendencies can be distin- 
guished. A first articulation of determinism was what can be regarded 
as the occasionalistic view that “the operations of our intellect and will? 
are “only the immediate operations of God in us [who are] entirely 
passive." 5 The relationship between the mind and the body should 
not be imagined as meaning, Driessen states, that when the human 
mind wills a particular motion, God brings it about and the mind 
itself does not. The human will rather is, while remaining dependent 
on God, “the immediate cause of these motions"! Driessen here is 
clearly a post-Cartesian thinker opposing occasionalism. Yet notwith- 
standing Driessen's adoption of elements of Cartesian dualism he criti- 
cised even Descartes himself for having suggested that the human mind 
or will cannot really act outside itself but is basically passive.' As a 
criticism of Descartes this represents a remarkable shift from what Van 
Mastricht primarily considered reprehensible in the Cartesian view of 
human will.'7? 


qui Libertatem negat machinas facit, qui Decretum et Providentiam Deos facit, et qui 
vel in hoc vel illo dogmate minus recte sapit vel ad fatum stolidum vel Pelagianismum 
superbum accedit propius." 

176 Delineatio, 13: “Proinde oportet accurate attendere ad intellectus atque voluntatis 
nostrae operationes, eamque vim quam anima nostra exserere potest in corpus nos- 
trum, ne istas operationes animae nostrae, illarum causae verae et proximae, subtra- 
hamus, atque tantum ipsius Dei immediatas in nobis omnino passivis operationes esse 
statuamus." See also 14. Cf. R. Specht, “Occasionalismus,’ HWPh VI, 1090-1091, here 
1090: *O [ccasionalismus]. liegt erst dann vor, wenn—anders als bei Descartes- die Pas- 
sivität auch des Geistes behauptet wird ...” 

177 Delineatio, 14-15: “Ea vis vel efficacia non est talis nuda relatio inter nostram 
volitionem et motum ad illam volitio[n]em consecuturum, sic ut tantum Deus, non 
Mens nostra, ad volitionem motum illum immediate producat; sed est veri nominis 
potentia, quam Deus menti nostrae indidit, sic ut Mens sit motuum illorum causa 
immediata, proxima et libera, quamquam et mens, et illa potentia, vel potens illa 
voluntas, atque ipse motus motusque leges a Deo ut causa prima in solidum pendeant." 
How exactly human freedom and *dependence on God" are related, is difficult to say; 
Delineatio, 16, and cf. later Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 380—381 (in Dutch in Overwinnende 
genade, 289—290). 

178 Sapientia hujus mundi, 60-61, citing texts of Descartes. 

179 But Driessen too rejects the idea of an infinite human will, although without refer- 
ring to Descartes: “Decretum et providentia circumscribunt Libertatem (absque illis si 
esset, ad plura se extenderet, falsissimum hinc est infinitam esse et multo absurdum 
magis Voluntatem dicere infinitam) ...”; Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 98. 
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Another philosophical reduction of human freedom is implied in 
Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy. In 1734 Driessen insisted that in order 
to maintain human will as an active and free power, acts of the human 
will should not be conceived as passively received ideas. Moreover, the 
idea of sufficient reason should be abandoned, as it suggests a mechani- 
cal chain of causes and effects.'*? The second aspect in particular seems 
characteristic of Leibnizian-Wolffian thought, and in his earlier survey 
of natural theology Driessen already attacked the notion of a neces- 
sary sequence of events in the mind, which follow—mechanically as 
it were—one from another.'*! Driessen considers such a fated series 
incompatble with human liberty. It also undermines the "law of God, 
punishments and rewards" and this 1s not in accordance with the tes- 
timony of human conscience.'? Driessen’s rejection of the principle of 
sufficient reason leads him also to dismiss remarks of Wolffian philoso- 
pher Bilfinger on human freedom. 9? 

Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen all represent what in mod- 
ern terminology has been termed “soft determinism” or “compatibil- 
ism," by claiming “that freedom and determinism are compatible with 
each other, and thus the truth of determinism does not eliminate free- 
dom.”'*! The changes in the philosophical views that were influential in 
their day help explain the different accents that they laid in defending 
both human freedom and God's providence. 


190 Sapientia hujus mundi, 88-89 and 138—139: “Volitiones non sunt vertendae in ideas, 
et quidem non quas mens format; sed passive recipit, quando omnis notio liberae 
voluntatis perit, nulla veri nominis voluntas obtinet, nisi fatalis et mechanicus ille 
rerum nexus, per quem mutationum rerum omnium, quae sunt in toto universo, 
sequentium semper est ratio sufficiens in antecedente, qui nexus, quod vidimus, per illas 
hypotheses non hypothetice, sed absolutissime necesssarius est; nisi, inquam, ille nexus 
exulet, quicquid de voluntate et libertate dicitur, vox est, praetereaque nihil. Mens, si 
aliud non est ab idearum complexu, nihil est, quam certa quaedam series passivarum 
repraesentationum; quae vero est in ea libertas?" For Engelhard's commentary, see his 
Apologia, 52-54. 

13! See Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 87, 89, 97-104. 

182 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 100, cf. 101. 

183 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 102-104, Bilfinger is quoted on 102. Cf. Driessen on 
102—103: “Ubi Mentis naturam absolvit vis universi repraesentatrix cui creatae mox 
concreatus est status ille primus determinate mundum repraesentans, in quem statum 
menti arbitrium fuit nullum, ex quo statu fatali lege consequuntur omnes, quae Libertas 
potest esse reliqua?" On G.B. Bilfinger, see e.g. Wundt, Die deutsche Schulphilosophie im 
Zeitalter der Aufklärung, 214-216. The Leibnizian-Wolffian view of the human mind is 
closely related to the notion of pre-established harmony (see below, Chapter 4). 

184 J.P. Moreland/W.L. Craig, Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, Down- 
ers Grove 2003, 268; cf. 281: “Calvinists ... have generally sided with the compatibilists 
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4. Divine Providence and Human Sinful Acts 


A classical question concerning the providence of God is how it relates 
to the sinful acts of human persons. The Belgic Confession professes 
simultaneously that “nothing occurs in this world without His [i.e. 
God's] ordinance,” and that “God is in no way author or guilty of 
the sin that occurs": “His power and goodness is so great and incom- 
prehensible, that He even orders and performs His work very well and 
righteously, when demons and evildoers act in an unrighteous way." 99 
Systematic theologians have tried to provide an explanation of how 
these two Christian professions are consistently related: nothing in the 
world occurs without God's will, but God is not the author of sin. 
Voetius too maintained both of these tenets. His clarification. of 
the topic can perhaps best be approached from his analysis of what 
sin or a sinful act is.” In a 1643 disputation Voetius distinguished 
between an abstract and a concrete aspect of sin: taken abstractly sin 
is “lawlessness (àvouia) or divergence from the law of God formally 
and as such." In the concrete sense three aspects of the sinful act can 
be distinguished. In the first place there 1s an act that, so to say, as a 
substratum carries the sin. Voetius here means, for instance, a human 
hand that is moving in order to steal something. Secondly, the sinful 
act includes the iniquity or the åvouia. In the chosen example this 
would be the morally wrongful act of stealing that is accomplished 
by the physical act of someone's hand. In the third place, the sinful 
act can be directed to some good end. The first aspect—the basic act 
that is the substratum—is good, as is the third dimension also. The 


and hold that (1) God's sovereignty determines whatsoever will come to pass in a way 
consistent with compatibilist freedom ...” Cf. Helm, John Calvin’s Ideas, 181-182. 

185 For an eighteenth-century list of literature on this point, see M. Vitringa, Doctrina 
christianae religionis, II, Leiden 1762, 196-200, note. 

196 Confessio Belgica, art. 13, in: Bakhuizen van den Brink, Belijdenisgeschriften, 90—91 (the 
article is quoted also, for instance, by Driessen in Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 374375 
[in Dutch: De overwinnende leer der bezondere genade, 274—275]). The Canons of Dordt speak 
of the “decretum Reprobationis, quod Deum neutiquam peccati autorem (quod cogitu 
blasphemum est) sed tremendum, irreprehensibilem et iustum iudicem ac vindicem 
constituit”; I, 15, in: Bakhuizen van den Brink, Belydenisgeschrifien, 236. 

187 See Voetius, ‘De propagatione peccati originalis [S. Lydius, 2 July 1636], SDT} I, 
1078-1118, here esp. 1078-1093; ‘De peccati usibus per accidens’ [I. Le Febre, 18 No- 
vember 1643], SDTh I, 1059-1060 (on evil), 1060-1061 (on sin); ‘Methodus respondendi 
excerptis et calumniis de Deo autore peccati etc.’ [P. Kalnai, 24 April 1647], SDTh I, 
1118-1137; Thersites heautontimorumenos, 213. On sin, cf. relevant articles in RGG, TRE, 
HWPh and so on. 
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point of this distinction of three aspects is that it allows Voetius to 
argue that God's providence relates in different ways to the different 
aspects of the human sinful act.'*? A nearly identical distinction is given 
elsewhere by Voetius. Sin, he says, “can be taken either abstractly as sin 
as such or the ávogia and the viciousness of a human act strictly and 
precisely spoken" or, second, it can be understood “in a concrete way,” 
as a “complex matter (complexum)” consisting of, “1. the act that is the 
substratum in which the lawlessness inheres; 2. the lawlessness itself or 
moral vice that inheres in this act; 3. the possibility to be guided, or 
the guidance, of this sinful act to some good ...” To this differentiation 
of two main understandings of the term “sin” correspond two different 
acts of God's providence: with respect to sin understood in an abstract 
way, God has “no positive decree or no will to effect, but only to 
permit." However, sin in the concrete meaning 1s not merely permitted. 
God rather has “also (insuper) a real operation according to the positive 
and effective decree of the will ..., however not absolutely but in a 
limited way: with respect to the act that 1s the substratum and [with 
respect to] the possibility of being guided ... to a good thing ...”!°° 
This conception of sin, with its characteristic tri-partition of a good 
substratum, the lawlessness, and the direction to a good end, are 


188 ‘De peccati usibus per accidens’ [I. Le Febre, 18 November 1643], SDTh I, 1060. 
‘De termino vitae,’ SD V, 124, see also 122. Of. later Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 
373, speaking of the “distinctio solida inter physicum quod est in actu quodque a Deo est, 
et vitiositatem quae est a creatura" (Dutch in: Overwinnende leer, 272-273). 

189 ‘Methodus respondendi, SDTh I, 1132: “Sumi ergo potest vel abstracte pro pec- 
cato qua tali, seu óvouíq, et vitio actus humani stricte ac precise sic dicto, ut contra 
actum substratum seu ipsam actionem et motionem, in genere entis physice seu meta- 
physice spectatam contradistinguatur. Vel concrete, pro toto complexo, quod constat 
istis tribus: 1. actu substrato, cui vopa inhaeret; 2. ipsa ávojua. seu vitio morali, quod actui 
illi inhaeret. 3. ordinabilitate et ordinatione illus actus peccaminosi in aliquod bonum 
... Quod si in prima significatione accipatur peccatum, jam dicimus nullum positivum 
decretum seu nullam voluntatem efficiendi, sed tantum permittendi; nullam item pos- 
itivam realis providentiae executionem, determinationem, et causalitatem, sed tantum 
puram putam permissionem Deo circa peccatum posse tribui. Sin vero in secunda 
significatione; jam cum autoribus nostris contendimus, non nudam permissionem Dei 
solummodo tribuendam, sed insuper realem secundum positivum et efficax voluntatis 
decretum operationem, ejusque adjunctum seu affectionem necessitatem; non siqui- 
dem absolute sed limitate, quod ad actum substratum, et ordinabilitatem atque ordi- 
nationem in bonum, haec enim a Deo summo bono et prima causa effici nemo, nisi 
Epicureus, negat." For the distinction of three aspects in sin, see also Thersites heautonti- 
morumenos, 213, cf. 217. 

19? ‘Methodus respondendi, SDTh I, 1133-1134, where he also refers to “Arminius in 
disp. de providentia Dei in malo,’ to F. Suárez, De libertate Divinae voluntate, 1.2.14, Opera 
omnia, XI, 403 (where Suárez does not speak, however, of ordinabilitas), and to other 
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an effort to do justice to a number of biblical passages that Voetius 
lays out in five points. The Bible speaks about sinful acts that are 
done in accordance with what God decided. Moreover, the Bible 
suggests a modus of Divine involvement that includes more than a 
permission only.'? In the third place a number of texts state that certain 
wicked acts were the content of a Divine command.! In relation to 
what God decided to happen these transgressions are also described 
as necessary.!”' Finally, the Bible makes it clear that God as well as 
humans are involved in human acts, but in various ways and that “God, 
however, does not participate in the guilt of a human being." These 
biblical statements are regarded by Voetius as supporting his distinction 
of three aspects of a sinful act. In fact, they seem to deal primarily with 
the two first aspects mentioned; the third aspect, the direction to a good 
end, would require additional textual support. 

These three aspects of the sinful act are related in different ways to 
God's providence. Two aspects, namely “[t]he natural act as such and 
the possible guidance to [something] good God wills and decrees in a 


theologians, especially “hodiernae Thomistae ad [Thomas Aquinas's S. Theol] I, qu. 
16, artic. 4.” For sin guided to something good, see also A. Rivetus in Synopsis purioris 
theologiae, disp. 11, $23, with reference to Augustine, Enchiridion, 11 (cf. disp. 11, $20), in: 
ed. Bavinck, 94 (cf. 93) and trans. Van Dijk, I, 98. 

191 ‘Methodus respondendi, SDTh I, 1133: “Primo, quod Deus ea praedefiniverit, 
destinarit, voluerit, et quod ea facta non sint nec exstiterint sine consilio, decreto, et 
voluntate Dei Luc. 22:22, Actor. 2:23, 24 et 4:27, 28." 

192 ‘Methodus respondendi, SDTh I, 1133: “Secundo, quod Deus in tempore ca non 
tantum nude permiserit, Genes. 20 vers. 6 et 31:7, Actor. 14:16, 2 Paralipom. 32 v. 31, sed 
et executus fuerit, secundum praedestinationem et consilium suum, eaque produxerit, 
fecerit, et similibus phrasibus, quae Dei actionem, motionem, providentiam physicam 
notare solent. esa 63:17, Amos 3:6, Psalm 105 v. 25, Iesaı 10:5, 6, 15 et 2 Samuel. 12:11, 12, I 
Reg. 12:15, 2 Thessal. 2:12. Adde textus de induratione, Exod. 4:21, Rom. 1:24 et 9:18, Ioh. 
10:40." 

193 ‘Methodus respondendi, SDTh I, 1133: “Tertio, Quod Deus ea mandaverit, seu 
dixerit, aliisque similibus phrasibus (quae alibi proprie efficientiam, actionem et prov- 
identiam moralem notare solent) 2 Samuel 16:10 et 17:24, T hrenor. 3:37, 8, 1 Reg. 22:22, 
23, Isaiae 10:6 ...” 

19% ‘Methodus respondendi, SDTh I, 1133: “Quarto, Quod consequenter, respectu 
providentiae et decreti Dei necessitas et impossibilitas eventibus et actionibus illis 
hominum tribuitur Mat. 18:7, Luc 17:1 et 24:26, loh. 12:37, 38, 39, 40, Act. 1:16, 1 Corinth. 
11:19, 2 Thessal. 2:3." 

195 ‘Methodus respondendi," SDTh I, 1133: “Quinto, Quod quamvis circa idem objec- 
tum, ad eundem actum, ad productionem ejusdem rei et eventus simul agant et con- 
currant Deus et homo, non tamen hominis culpam participat Deus, nec Dei virtutem 
seu puritatem homo; ut ille culpae affinis, hic ab ea immunis sit Luc 22 v. 22, Matth. 
26:24, 18:7, Actor. 2:23 cum vers. 28, lesai 20 vers. 1, 2 cum vers. 4, lohan. 12, vers. 29, vers. 35, 
36 et cap. 9 cum et 15, Exod. 4:21 cum vers. 23, et cap. 51 [lege: 15]." 
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direct way; the vice He does not will but the permission of the vice— 
and to be precise, as a consequence." According to Voetius, therefore, 
it makes a significant difference whether God decrees to effect or to 
permit something. Permission is defined as the non-introduction of an 
impediment for sin, and on this understanding a permission in itself 
does not effect anything. The sin itself and the human act to which 
it 1s connected relate in different ways to God's will and decree: the 
sin 1s only permitted as a consequence, whereas the act 1s determined 
directly. !?? 

The notion of Divine permission of sin had not been accepted 
by prominent Reformation theologians such as Luther, Zwingli and 
Calvin."* Of Voetius’s teacher, Franciscus Gomarus, however, it has 
been claimed he made use of the notion of permission without reser- 
vations (“ganz unbedenklich”).!°° If this is indeed true of Gomarus, it is 
not of Voetius. Nor is it true of one of the textbooks that Voetius used 
in Utrecht, the Synopsis purioris theologiae? in which Andreas Rivetus 
argued that permission should not be misunderstood as being opposed 
to God's will. Rather God permits “willingly.”?°! Voetius himself seems 
to distinguish even more sharply, in that he explicitly restricts the per- 
mission to sin as lawlessness. If God's relationship to human sinful acts is 
defined in terms of permission, the statement should in Voetius's view 
be read as applying only to “lawlessness in itself.” It is not true “with 
respect to the act of the substratum and the ordination to the good, 


196 Thersites heautontimorumenos, 213: “Actum naturalem qua talem, et ordinabilitatem in 
bonum Deus directe vult et decernit; Vitium non vult sed permissionem vitij, et quidem 
consequenter." Cf. De termino vitae, 119, and ‘Methodus respondendi," SDT I, 1134. 

197 Thersites heautontimorumenos 214: “Permissio efficax nulla est, quia est cessatio ab 
actu et impedimenti suspensio. ... Res illa, cui peccatum cohaeret proprie et directe 
habet determinatam veritatem; peccatum non nisi consequenter et quidem per acci- 
dens: Deus enim per se illud non intendit, nec aliquem ad illud destinat, sed conse- 
quenter intendit permittere"; cf. 83-85 on the indirect way in which Divine permission 
relates to sin. 

198 O, Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte des Protestantismus, III, Die reformierte Theologie des 
16. und des 17. Jahrhunderts in ihrer Entstehung und Entwicklung, Göttingen 1926, 
180-181 (on John Calvin), 285. 

199 Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte, III, 307. 

200 Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, HI, 19. 

21 Rivetus, ‘Disputatio XI. De providentia Dei,’ $$20-24, Synopsis purioris theologiae, 
ed. H. Bavinck, 93-94 (trans. Van Dijk, I, 98-99), here 94 ($24): “Sic permissionem 
llam Dei, non esse otiosam, statuimus, aut Deo invito aliquid accidere, aut non 
curante, aut quod agitur negligente; ac proinde voluntati ejus et consilio non debet 
opponi. Permittit enim Deus volens, et consulto; ac potenter dirigit peccata, nec raro 
eam permissionem ad judicia sua exercenda adhibet ...” 
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nor with respect to sin taken in the concrete sense and as the whole 
complex (respectu actus substrati et ordinationis in bonum, nec respectu peccati 
concrete, et pro toto complexo sumti).”” The question of why God permit- 
ted sin, 1s a useless question in Voetius's view, for the reason is hidden 
from us.?® A philosophical attempt at a rational explanation for sin, as 
undertaken by Leibniz for example, is not made by Voetius. According 
to him, one of the areas in which learned ignorance is to be prac- 
tised, concerns “the will, decree and counsel of God.” Under this 
central viewpoint that human knowledge 1s limited, Voetius's analysis 
of sin and permission reveals his desire to remain faithful to a variety 
of biblical texts on how God relates to human evil, and his aspira- 
tion to maintain on the one hand that all which physically exists needs 
God's concurrence and on the other hand that God does not produce 
evil. 

Van Mastricht basically takes the same position as Voetius on how 
God's providence is related to sinful deeds. He too defines sin mainly as 
aliquid privativum, namely lawlessness, for which he mentions three rea- 
sons. The first is its biblical foundation in 1 John 3:4, where àvoyía, that 
is lawlessness, is mentioned as characterisüc of sin. The characterisa- 
tion of sin as a privation has its second reason in the fact that “if it were 
something real, substantial and positive, it would necessarily require 
God as its author,” for what is real is caused by Him. Van Mastricht’s 
third reason is noteworthy in view of what he writes elsewhere. Sin, he 
adds, does not comprise both a form (the lawlessness) and matter (the 
substratum of the act), “for in this way God would, at least in part, be 
the author of sin," because this matter is caused by Him. Sin, in other 
words, is a bare privation and does not include in any way something 
real caused by God.? Obviously Van Mastricht is taking sin in a strict 


202 Voetius, ‘Methodus respondendi," SDT} I, 1134. 

203 De termino vitae, 124. 

204 ‘De docta ignorantia, SDTh IIL, 678. 

205 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 446b-447a, here 447b (IV, c. 2, $21): “[Reformati] ... 
agnoscunt item, peccatum non esse negativum quid: sed negant esse aliquid reale, sub- 
stantiale aut positivum quid; verum esse aliquid prwativum, quod consistat in sola àvo- 
uig, seu absentia rectitudinis moralis, in subjecto capaci. Quia: 1 Johannes 1 Epist. iii, 4, 
peccatum, quam accuratissime definit per solam àvopíav: fj Guagtia Eotiv 1) àvopia. 2. 
Quia si esset aliquid reale, substantiale aut positivum, necessario requireret Deum sui 
auctorem: cum prima causa omnis realis, substantialis et positivi, auctor sit. Nec 3. part- 
ibus constat, substrato velut materia, et àvouíq. ceu forma: sic enim Deus saltem ex parte 
fieret auctor peccati, quatenus materialis, procul dubio auctor existit." On why God's 
influxus praedeterminans does not qualify Him as auctor peccati, see also 398a-b (IH, c. ro, 
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sense here, in which the material substratum is not a part of 1t. Sin, on 
this understanding, is just “the absence of moral righteousness in a capa- 
ble subject (... absentia rectitudinis moralis, in subjecto capaci). Elsewhere, 
attributing both a material and a formal side to sin, he obviously took 
sin in a broader sense—that Voetius considered legitimate as well—as 
the concrete sinful act. Here, like Voetius did, he recognised that God 
is the "efficient cause” of the “physically good" substratum of the sinful 
act.207 

In this way Van Mastricht can be read as maintaining what Voetius 
mentioned as two aspects of his description of sin: lawlessness 1s not 
“the whole compex of sin (totum complexum peccati)" that also includes 
the substratum.” Voetius's third point, the possibility for a sinful act to 
be turned to a good effect, is placed more in the background. As the 
tri-partition probably can be regarded as characteristic for the Voetian 
description of the sinful act, Van Mastricht shows himself to be free 
from typical Voetian influence at this point. However, the point itself 
is not absent in his considerations, as is shown by his account of how 
God governs sinful acts: “always by prohibiting this,” “often by preventing, 
so that it does not happen.” “Frequently He permits it” and He is 
furthermore active, “always by ordering it, that is, in part by limiting ... 
in part by directing to some good end,” and “[n]ever by not punishing."*? 
Like Voetius, and other Reformed authors,” Van Mastricht makes use 
of the concept of a Divine permission, on which “sin certainly and 


$32). In Novitatum cartesianarum gangraena Van Mastricht contrasts the biblical concept 
of sin as àvouia (referring to rJohn 3:4) to Christoph Wittichius's “Cartesian” assertion 
that sin 1s for the will not to remain within the boundaries of intellectual understanding; 
456, cf. 451, 452, 454. 

206 ThPTh, 447a (IV, c. 2, $21). 

207 ThPTh, 392b (III, c. ro, $18): *... possumus tamen satis commode conciliare 
[nim. ab una parte, providentiam divinam, et efficaciter etiam, occupari circa hujusmodi 
operationes malas … ab altera parte, Deum non esse auctorem peccati], si distinxerimus 
in peccato ejus materiale, habitum scil. aut actum malitiae substratum, ad quod, utpote 
physice bonum, Deus non potest non concurrere, ut efficiens causa, citra jacturam suae 
independentiae Act. xviii 28, Rom. xi 36, et ejus formale, àvouiav 1 Joh. ii 4, per quod 
actus aut habitus est peccatum: hujus auctor esse non potest, quia legem transgredi nequit, 
supra omnem legem constitutus; nec per per providentiam suam auctor sit; quia âvouia 
illa, non est nisi defectus operationis, cujus non auctor aut efficiens, sed déficiens tantum 
causa existere potest, qua ratione sola, peccati quatenus talis, auctor est creatura, 
transg|v]ediendo legem." 

208 ThPTh, 400a (IIL, c. ro, $34). 

209 ThPTh, 393a (III, c. 10, $19), with biblical references. 

210 Cf., for instance, De Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, IT, 491—492. 
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infallibly follows”—-albeit “not with necessity (non necessario).” Such a 
permission is not an otiosa permissio that leaves to creatures the ultimate 
decision of whatever they wish to do or not, but it rather is a permissio 
efficax?! 

As has been noted above, Anthonius Driessen also spoke of the “solid 
distinction of both old and recent theologians between the physical 
[aspect] that is in an act and that is from God, and the viciousness 
that is from the created being"??? His former teacher Ruardus Andala 
had also insisted on the necessity of distinguishing “between the act 
that is the substratum for sin and the sin or sinfulness itself,” in order to 
avoid both that God be considered auctor peccatt and that a human act 
be taken to be independent from God.” Driessen, however, valued 
another distinction as well. There is “actuation regarded in itself” 
which act of God “does not produce immediately nor proximately 
the act [of a creature], but something actuated; the creature itself 
immediately produces the act.” Thus Driessen could claim “the act is 
of the creature, not of God; and thus Divine actuation is clean from 
every deficit"? From the viewpoint of Voetius and Van Maastricht, 
this distinction between “something actuated” by God, and “the act” 
itself that is produced by humans, is not really productive, because 
every positive entity—also acts produced by humans—needs Divine 
concurrence. Accordingly, in a sinful act they preferred to distinguish 
between that which, as physically positive, needs Divine concurrence 
on the one hand, and the inherent privation of lawlessness on the other. 

The main reason why Driessen steers in another direction from 
Voetius and Van Mastricht, emphasising that the human act is the 
product only of the human cause that performed it, can perhaps be 
found in his desire to avoid the “philosophy” of those who claim that a 
human act “is the act of God Himself as well." These thinkers assume 
that a Divine authorship of sin can be denied by stating that “when 
two do the same it is not the same." They claim that humans sin 
when transgressing the law, but that “this same act which as act is, with 
respect to matter and form, wholly by God ... is no sin in God Who is 
not subject to the law.”?! Driessen understandably wishes to avoid the 


211 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 392b-393a (III, c. 10, $19); 399b-400a (III, c. 10, $34). 
212 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 373 (Dutch in: Overwinnende leer, 272-273). 
213 Andala, Summa theologiae supernaturalis, Franeker 1716, 311, cf. 309. 

214 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 372 (Overwinnende leer, 270). 

215 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 374-375 (Overwinnende leer, 274-276). 
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view that God can be the cause of human transgression, but it 1s not 
clear that his own solution 1s adequate. For if the human vicious act 
has also a positive entity, it needs God's concurrence and cannot exist 
independently from Him. Driessen himself had admitted this when he 
stated that God “physically” influences human acts.?!5 

Defining sin as a privation helps to explain why God cannot be its 
efficient cause. Voetius and Van Mastricht adopted this definition, but 
it is not easy to find a passage where Driessen claims sin is a privation. 
The qualification is absent from an early description of human sin at 
the Fall in Paradise. Yet in this description he claims that sin in the 
form of human “inattention” has a causa deficiens and is not the result 
of efficient causality—and this was also one of the consequences that 
theologians drew from the definition of sin as a privation?" Elsewhere 
Driessen comes close to the description of sin as lawlessness, when 
he states that sin is a deviation from the right norm”? Still, Driessen 
does not seem to have declared clearly that sin is a privation. It is not 
easy to find the reason for this, but perhaps there is a connection with 
Driessen’s insistence on a moral— not physical—actuation and direction 
of human actions by God's providence (see above, at footnote 92). For 
Driessen's denial of the physical character of Divine actuation could 
make sense in the context of a view in which sin is considered—not 
just a privation, but—in some way inherent in the physical dimension 
of some acts. Voetius linked the concept of Divine permission especially 
with lawlessness and not with the physical aspect of sin (the substratum; 


216 Cf. for the latter aspect Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 383: “Quod vero Deus hic 
effecit, circumstantias illas sistendo, facultates naturales conservando, naturalem in 
agendo ordinem continuando, in actus physice influendo, ne minimam peccatum spe- 
ciem prae se fert? (Dutch in: Overwinnende leer, 293, adding: “... alle die omstandigheden 
en goddelijke bewerkking gesteld zijnde/ kon de mensch al zoo wel staande blijven als 
vallen”). 

217 Delineatio, 29: “In eo haud dubie primum peccavit homo, quod judicium praecip- 
Itarit, rationes cum rationibus non contulerit, precibus Creatorem et Legislatorem non 
adiverit. Haec vero offAewta, inanimadvertentia, non tam causam efficientem quam 
deficientem arguit, vel tantum serium examen abfuisse dicit; qua in re aliud non agit 
Deus, quam ut facultates naturales, earumque in agendo ordinem conservet; prae- 
cipitato itaque judicio, non instituto debito examine, sponte sequitur prava voluntatis 
determinatio." 

218 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 294: “Peccatum est aliquid quod a recto illo principio 
rectaque norma deflectit." Driessen writes that God hates sin as a “denial (abnegatio)" of 
Him, but wills it “as object of Divine disapproval” that is a reason for Him “to manifest 
the Divine perfections”; Delineatio, 28, later repeated in Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 382: 
*... abnegatio est divinarum virtutum, perfectionumque omnium" (Dutch in: Overwin- 
nende leer, 291). See also Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 383-384 (Overwinnende leer, 993—296). 
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see above, footnote 202). Insofar as Driessen does not always make as 
clear a distinction as Voetius made between the physical and the sinful 
side of an act, it seems natural to expect that his concept of Divine per- 
mission will also be somewhat different. Permission of a creature's sinful 
act, for Driessen, “is not a pre-determination to this singular act (non est 
ipsa praedeterminatio ad illum actum singularem).”'® Whereas his intention to 
make it clear that God is not the author of sin deserves appreciation, 
Driessen does in this context not seem to have entirely avoided the con- 
cept of a general concurrence, which he himself too rejected. 

Driessen’s Franeker teacher, Ruardus Andala, had attacked Spinoza’s 
denial of freedom of the will and his related rejection of the distinction 
between that which is morally good and that which is evil.?? About half 
a century later, in 1763, Bernhardinus de Moor in his commentary on 
Johannes Marckius's dogmatic textbook still mentioned Spinoza as one 
of the illustrations for what Marckius had summarised as “Libertinism 
by which all evil is denied ..."?' Driessen was very much aware of 
Spinozism, but at this particular point he does not seem to have felt the 
need for polemics against the Spinozist view of sin. In his opposition to 
Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy, however, the issue of sin 1s not entirely 
absent. In Leibniz's view, sin inevitably belongs to this world as the best 
of all possible worlds, so that it was impossible to God's infinite wisdom 
not to create this world.?? His stress on the freedom and holiness of 
God made it impossible for Driessen to accept a theory in which God 
could create no better world than one to which sin belongs.?? 


219 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 374 (Overwinnende leer, 274); against nuda or otiosa permis- 
sio, cf. B. de Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, IL, 491—492. 

220 R, Andala, Dissertatio philosophica tertia, in qua demonstratur omnimoda rerum omnium 
dependentia a Deo, tum in esse, tum in operari, pars posterior, Franeker 1712, 5: “Stupenda 
itaque fuit caecitas Spinosae, negantis libertatem nostrae voluntatis, liberosque actus inde 
procendentes; ut ita simul negaret bonum et malum, virtutem et vitium, praemium et 
poenam, omnemque Dei cultum. Confer Append. Part. 1 Eth. pag. 34, 37, et Prop. 32, 
49, 49, Schol., Part. 2, Prop. 35, Schol., Part. 3, Prop. 2.” 

221 De Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, I, 482-484. 

222 Driessen, Sapientia hujus mundi, 118—121. See for instance Leibniz, Théodicée, $158 
(trans. Buchenau, 218; ed Gerhardt, VI, 203-204). Driessen argues that as a denial of 
God sin cannot “contribute anything to its perfection, namely of the best world—which 
is mixing light and darkness"; Sapientia hujus mundi, 122-123. Cf. Voetius, ‘De peccati 
usibus per accidens, SDTh I, 1061-1062: sin is “inutile, noxium, damnosum, nullum 
habet usum, nec ad aliquid conducit. Ratio est, quia malum nec finis est, nec ad finem 
est, seu non habet finem; idque quia non habet causam efficientem proprie dictam." 

223 Cf. Driessen, Dissertatio de praedestinationis Divinae objecto, 12-14. Cf. on sin in the best 
world: Sapientia hujus mundi, 150. 
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As acts of God, miracles are relevant to the doctrine of God's provi- 
dence. Some theologians have categorised miracles among the expres- 
sions of the extraordinary providence of God.” Naturally the topic also 
has philosophical aspects. Philosophical views of God and of the world 
almost inevitably have implications for how miracles are regarded. 
Hopefully, the following section will show that in Voetius and Van Mas- 
tricht apologetics against a naturalistic or philosophical criticism of mir- 
acles was not the dominant concern. This concern is clearly present, 
however, in Driessen and this can be explained by his opposition to 
new philosophies. The development of Reformed thought on miracles 
from Voetius to Driessen could be summarised by saying that whereas 
Voetius intended to limit the number of actual miracles that occur in 
the present age, Driessen was defending at least their possibility. The 
first position seems to be in line with the emphasis of Reformation the- 
ology that the age in which miracles occurred basically was past.” It 
can be asked, therefore, in what sense the Reformed position changed 
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. 

In seventeenth-century Reformed theology probably one of the most 
extensive discussions of miracles was written by Gisbertus Voetius.”° 


224 Thus e.g. Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 378: “Dei providentia extraordi- 
naria" (in Dutch in Overwinnende leer, 282; in a less watchful moment rendered here as 
“die gewone voorzienigheid van God"). On the topic, see e.g. A. Walsham, ‘Miracles 
in Post-Reformation England,’ in K. Cooper/J. Gregory (eds), Signs, Wonders, Miracles. 
Representations of Divine Power in the Life of the Church, Woodbridge 2005, 273-306 (I thank 
the author for providing the text of her lecture prior to its publication). This section 
includes a very considerable part of a communication given at the Ecclesiastical His- 
tory Society Summer Conference of 2003. On miracles, see also A. Michel, ‘Miracle,’ 
DThC X, 1798-1859 (I thank Theo Verbeek for his suggestion). 

225 Cf for example Walsham, ‘Miracles in Post-Reformation England, 273-284; 
Th. Freeman, “Through a Venice Glass Darkly: John Foxe's Most Famous Miracle,’ 
in: Cooper/Gregory (eds.), Signs, Wonders, Miracles, 307—320, here 311-312; A. Walsham, 
Providence in Early Modern England, Oxford 1999, 226-232. 

226 Voetius, ‘De signis, tertiae, quae est de miraculis, pars prima’ [A. Essenius, 28 
March 1640], SDTh IL, 964-979; ‘De signis, tertiae, quae est, de miraculis, pars secun- 
da’ [A. Essenius, 25 April 1640], SDTA IL, 979-993; ‘De signis, tertiae, quae est de 
miraculis, pars tertia’ [A. Essenius, 2 May 1640], SDTh II, 993-1012; ‘De signis, ter- 
tiae, quae est, de miraculis, pars quarta [A. Essenius, 16 May 1640], SDTh IL, 1012- 
1036. Voetius's disputations were still mentioned in the bibliography of J. Baur, *Wun- 
der V. Dogmengeschichtlich,’ RGG, 3rd ed., VI, 1841: “G. Voetius, De signis et de 
naturae miraculis, 1640 (Sel. Disp. II, 1655)”; the reference to Voetius has disappeared 
in the entry on miracles in the fourth edition of RGG (2005; vol. VIII). 
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In his classification miracles were treated in the context of “signs,” to 
which he also reckoned the ‘signs of the times,’ charismatic gifts, and 
so on.”’ In this context he defined a miracle as “a supernatural work 
of God that occurs before the senses, is unusual and is produced in 
order to confirm Divine truth (opus Dei supernaturale, et in sensus incurrens; 
praeter solitum ad confirmationem. divina veritatis productum)? It should be 
noted here that Voetius himself regarded this definition as a ‘very 
strict one, distinct from three other ways of defining miracles that 
he characterised as covering their ‘very broad, ‘broad’ and ‘strict’ 
meanings. Voetiuss own theology of miracles claims to operate with 
the strictest definition.” A few explanatory remarks on his definition 
can provide a picture of what he regarded as miracles and what his 
view was concerning the occurrence of miracles in his own age. 

First of all, the definition stresses that God alone is able to per- 
form miracles. Voetius was not singular in claiming this, as two exam- 
ples may in the present context suffice to illustrate. In book III of his 
Summa contra gentiles Thomas Aquinas devoted a particular chapter to 
the rational demonstration Quod solus Deus facit miracula (that God alone 
does miracles, Chapter 102), and in the seventeenth century William 
Ames argued in his Medulla theologica: “A miracle is a work above the 


227 Cf ‘De signis prima, de naturae miraculis, ostentis, et prodigiis’ [P. Petraeus, 29 
February 1640], SDTh II, 902-922, here 902-903: as far as external signs are concerned 
discussion can concern: “1. De Prodigiis. 2. Signis temporum. 3. Miraculis. 4. Vaticiniis. 
5. Charismatis. 6. Probationibus Spirituum. 7. Symbolis et typis. 8. Sacramentis.” 

228 ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh IL, 965; also in Voetius’s original disputation, 
Disputationum theologicarum ex prima parte theologiae, de signis, tertiae, quae est de miraculis, pars 
prima, [A. Essenius, 28 March 1640], Utrecht 1640, thesis 3. Cf. Bavinck, Gereformeerde 
Dogmatiek, I, 327, 344. See also ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ 967: “Recolligamus ergo 
requisita veri miraculi, 1. Ut sit opus immediatum Det, 2. supra omnem naturam, 3. In sensus 
incurrens, 4. rarum seu insolitum, 5. ad confirmationem divinae veritatis." 

229 ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh IL, 964: *Miraculi vox, I. Latissime notat quod- 
cunque arduum, insolens, mirum, mirabile aut admirandum, quod scil. supra mentis 
humanae captum et facultatem admirantis sit vel apparet: sive illud sit immediate a 
Deo; sive ab angelo aut diabolo; sive a natura per qualitates occultas; sive ab excel- 
lenti et rara prudentia aut arte humana, bona aut mala ... II. Late, Signa aut miracula 
quaecunque extraordinaria tam divina; quam angelica supra artem, prudentiam ac 
facultatem humanam, ut et supra naturam illam particularem (in qua fiunt); quae con- 
firmandae divinae veritati fiunt ab angelis, aut mendaciter praetunduntur a diabolis, 
et Prophetis diabolicis … III. Stricte, quodcunque opus divinum, ad quod natura aut 
causae secundae nihil conferunt. ... IV. Strictissime, opus Dei supra naturam, et quidem 
insolitum seu extraordinarium. Qua notione hic a nobis sumitur." 

230 K, Allgaier (ed.), Thomas von Aquin, Summe gegen die Heiden, IL, 2, Darmstadt 1996, 
106-113 (Latin text and German trans.), here 112. On Thomas Aquinas, cf. A. Michel, 
‘Miracle,’ 1805-1811. 
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appointed order. True miracles always give evidence of the omnipo- 
tence of the doer; hence God only is the author of true miracles"?! 
Voetius motivates this position by references to biblical texts and by 
pointing at the fact that God has the “absolute power” required: lim- 
ited created power is insufficient.?? 

Two implications at least follow from the fact that God alone can 
perform miracles. In the first place, humans or angels can only be 
instruments for miracles that are done by God. In the terminology of 
Voetius: there are three kinds of a “lower delegate cause" which God 
can use as a “moral instrument, by an indirect or moral causality”: 
Jesus Christ in His human nature,” an angel, and a human being.™* 
A second implication is that because God alone can do miracles, it 
becomes possible to qualify miracles as proof of something Divine. 
Voetius also adopts this line of argument, in admitting the demonstra- 
tive character of miracles in view of the existence of God, the Divine 
nature of Christ and the Divine authority of the Bible.? Still, it can be 
noted in passing that, in Voetius's view, the miracles of Christ are not 
the best starting point for leading the Jews to profess Jesus Christ as the 
Messiah. One of the reasons is that these miracles can be proven only 
by appealing to an authoritative book that the Jews do not accept—the 
New ‘Testament.*° 


?31 J.D. Eusden (trans.), Ames, The Marrow, 108 (Book I, § 12). 

232 Voetius, ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh I, 969: “Causa efficiens principalis 
immo et sola directe et Physica causalitate producens effectum, est Deus: quod probatur 
ex Psal. 115, 3 coll. cum Actor. 3, 12, 13, et Exod. 4, 4, 5. Et rationes addi possunt ex 
absoluta potentia Dei et limitata ac particulari potentia creaturae, quae non potest se 
elevare supra se ipsam, et egere aliquid absque ulla virtutis proportione ad effectum." 
Cf. also 973: “Quod Deus solus sit Author miraculi, et quidem potentia sua, quam 
vocant, absoluta." 

233 ‘De miraculis, pars secunda,’ SDTh IL, 989. ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ 973: 
“Christus Mediator pari seu eadem potestate et potentia (secundum naturam divinam 
scil. et consequenter qua óuovotoc cum Patre Deus) facit miracula, qua Pater, Johann. 
5:17, 18, 19." 

234 ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh IL, 969. C£. Ames on humans; Eusden (trans), 
Ames, The Marrow, 108 (L, 9, $13). 

235 Miracles and the proof of the Divinity of Scripture: Voetius, De miraculis, pars 
tertia, SDTh IL, 994 (c£. Calvin's view on miracles as indicative of Divine biblical 
inspiration: see B.B. Warfield, *Calvin's Doctrine of the Knowledge of God,’ in: idem, 
Calvin and Calvinism, (1931) Grand Rapids 1991, 29-130, here 73, 85-86 footnote). On 
miracles as proving Christ's Divine nature, see Voetius, ‘De miraculis, 971-972, 993- 
994, 1010. He refers (992, 993, 1010) to Thomas Aquinas, S. Theol., HI, q. 43, among 
others. Miracles also prove that God exists, see ‘De miraculis, pars tertia,’ 993. 

236 ‘De generali conversione Judaeorum, SDTh II, 138-139: “Ex eo quod miracula 
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The second characteristic of miracles is that they surpass whatever 
nature is able to accomplish.” Referring to commentators on Thomas 
Aquinas, Voetius claims that in two senses a miracle can be supernatu- 
ral: “according to the substance of the fact (the thing done; secundum 
substantiam fach)” or “according to the mode and order of effecting 
(secundum modum et ordinem efficiendi).??° However, the supernatural can- 
not without qualification be taken to be against nature. Voetius writes: 
“Miracles are not against universal nature, nor against the ordinary power 
of God; but above and beyond it. But [they are] well against any par- 
ticular nature, as [are] also other natural works” (my emphasis, AG).?? 


Christi Judaeis ea esse facta negantibus, probari non possint, nisi ex libris N.T. quorum 
autoritatem Judaei negant et oppugnant." 

237 De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh IL, 966: *... omnem totius naturae vim tran- 
scendens." On miracles as “transcending the laws of nature," see also e.g. ‘De cre- 
atione, pars quinta,’ SDTh I, 640: “Memoratur enim ibi admiranda lex naturae a Deo 
primitus imposita; non vero aliquid naturae leges transcendens, hoc est, miraculum." 
Voetius admits the reality of *...legem universi in creatione positam" (‘De creatione, 
pars secunda,’ SDTh I, 591) or “... stabiles et ordinarias naturae leges" (SDTh I, 596). 
Illuminating is the reason why creation itself cannot be called a miracle: “creatio non 
est miraculum: quia nulla tum erat constituta natura, supra cujus leges et cursum quid 
fieret," ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh IL, 967. Considering a certain thing impos- 
sible to occur, Voetius explains: *... haec enim immutabili naturae legi a Deo fixae 
repugnarent, et nonnisi per absolutam ejus potentiam mutari possunt ...”; ‘De natura 
et operationibus daemonum, pars posterior’ [H. Bornius, 3 March 1638], SDTA I, 933- 
994, here 945. See also ‘Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, tertia’ [C. Bruynvisch, 
9 December 1643], SDT I, 858: “Immo absurdum esse Deum non agere per particu- 
lares quasque naturas secundum legem ac distinctionem in prima rerum creatione indi- 
tam. Frustra enim naturae illae essent, si ipsae non haberent specificas suas activitates, 
et secundum eas agerent"; the Bible teaches otherwise as well. Elsewhere he speaks “... 
de distinctione monstri (quod qua tale est ens per accidens) a natura humana debite 
secundum leges naturae constituta," ‘De rerum naturis et formis substantialibus,’ SDTh 
I, 879. 

238 De miraculis, pars secunda,’ SDTh II, 980-981 (cf. 966). Voetius refers to Thom- 
as, S. Theol. I, q. 5, art. 7, but probably intended I, q. 105, art. 7 (c£. the index in 
J.-P. Migne's edition of S. Theol., s.v. natura, and S. Theol. IL, q. 113, art. 10): here ad 
2: "Supra facultatem autem naturae dicitur aliquid, non solum propter substantiam 
facti, sed etiam propter modum et ordinem faciendi.” Another Voetian distinction 
of miracles (980) is “Ex natura et proprietatibus operis in se, seu ex efficiendi modo. 
Et sic 1. Aliud est opus, quod nunquam fieri solet in natura ex. gr. ut Sol subsistat 
...5 Aliud quod evenit quidem in natura, sed non in tali subjecto, ex. gr. quod vita 
introducitur in hominem mortuum: contingit quidem naturaliter hominem vivere, sed 
minime contingit mortuum vivere ...; Aliud naturaliter quidem evenire solet, quatenus 
res habet naturalem potentiam et passivam et activam ad illud ... sed potentia nulla 
est, ut tam brevi tempore seu potius in momento hoc fiat." 

239 De miraculis, pars prima,’ 973-974: “Miracula non sunt contra naturam uni- 
versalem, nec contra potentiam Dei ordinariam: sed supra et praeter eam: Sed bene 
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So whilst miracles are beyond all nature, they are not against it, but only 
against the specific nature of a concrete thing. When miracles happen, 
the rest of creation is left intact,?" yet the miracle itself transcends all 
available powers of nature. Voetius thus takes a similar view as did, 
for example, the Reformed theologian Henricus Alting, who stated that 
God is able to act “without all means (absque omnibus medus),” “beyond 
or above the nature of means (praeter aut supra medioram naturam)," and 
even “against the nature of means (contra mediorum naturam)," but never 
“against universal nature (/c/ontra naturam universalem).”*"! 

At the time when these disputations of Voetius were held—in 1640— 
and republished—in 1655—he does not seem to have devoted much 
attention to a naturalist denial of miracles that would become charac- 
teristic of some later versions of philosophical thought.? He certainly 
knew of the term .Naturalistas?* of a denial of miracles by atheists," 
and naturalistic explanations of miracles are mentioned by him, but 
these are not the major focus of Voetius's critique in his specific dis- 
cussion of miracles.?^ At the time, the Italian Renaissance philosopher 
Pomponazzi was attacked for such an approach towards miracles, 


contra naturam aliquam particularem, prout et alia opera naturalia. Six ex. gr. mors 
Aegyptiorum Zxod. 14 est contra naturam ut et Ananiae, Actor. 5." 

240 Cf. J. Marckius, Compendium, 175 (c. 10, $12); B. de Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, IL, 
463. 

>41 H. Alting, Scripta theologica Heidelbergensia, I, Continens locos communes, cum di- 
dacticos, tum elenchticos, Amsterdam 1662, 47 (in the locus de providentia). 

242 The effort to offer natural explanations of miracles seems to have become a 
dominant target for Reformed apologetics in the 1690s at the latest, in the days of 
J. Marckius's Compendium, 175 (ch. 10, $12). 

23 ‘De atheismo’ [G. de Bruyn, 22 June 1639], SDT I, 123: “Alios philosophos nat- 
urae omnia adscribentes, aut supra naturalem cognitionem vix assurgentes plerumque 
Naturalistas vocant, Iudae v. 19 ...” 

244 De atheismo, pars secunda,’ SDTh I, 138: “Negant, aut saltem omni data occa- 
sione in dubium trahunt supernaturalia; miracula scil, prophetias, apparitiones et 
operationes spirituum: et cum factorum luci obloqui nequeant, ad naturalem vim, 
antipathias scil. et sympathias, ad fictas crases et peculiaria hominum quorundem tem- 
peramenta, ad vires intellectus humani, aut phantasia omnia referunt"; cf. ‘De athe- 
ismo, pars quarta,’ 217: “Sic cum Aristotele de Dei providentia, de supernaturalium ad 
naturales causas revocatione ..., cum Avicenna de miraculis et prophetia per corporis 
temperamentum etc. ...” 

?5 See ‘De miraculis, $DT IL, 977 and 969-971. Cf. ‘De atheismo,’ SDTh I, 129: 
one of the factors on the broad field of causes of atheism is “Naturalia quaedam temere 
aut imperite credita et jactata supernaturalia: quorum illi causas naturales cum depre- 
hendant, inde occasionem sumunt omnia illa intra naturae terminos compingendi.” 

246 Cf. J.H. Brooke, Science and Religion, 125-127. M. Vitringa, Doctrina christianae religio- 
nis, L, 65. 
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but when Voetius refers to him he points out that Pomponazzi himself 
admitted the reality of supernatural miracles done by no one else than 
God.” Rather than naturalism the main target of Voetius's criticism is 
the (Roman Catholic) overestimation of the number and significance of 
true miracles. Discussing atheism, he even mentioned “invented mira- 
cles ([clonficta miracula)" among its causes.” 

Voetius adds two more characteristics which suggest that not all 
supernatural acts of God are miracles. Thus the third quality of a mir- 
acle, according to Voetius's definition, is that it 1s perceived by senses 
(in sensus incurrens). The addition of this attribute helps to keep two 
kinds of God's actions out of the category of the miraculous. In the 
first place, “the immanent or internal actions of God" are no miracles. 
Second, some of the works that God does outside Himself are not dis- 
cernible by outward human senses and should not be called miracles. 
This group includes both ordinary (such as justification) and extraor- 
dinary deeds of God (such as “immediate illumination").?? A fourth 
characteristic of miracles, in Voetius's definition, is that they are unusual 
(praeter solitum). More usual supernatural works of God, such as the 
effects of grace and the conservation of the universe, accordingly are no 
miracles.?! Voetius's definition thus reveals that within a wider range 
of real and supernatural acts of God miracles are but one particular 
group. 

Finally, miracles confirm the truth revealed by God.?? This is what 
Voetius regards as the formal aspect of miracles (their supernatural 
character being the material aspect)” This attribute of miracles shows 
them to be distinct from the untrue astounding accomplishments of 


217 De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh IL, 970-971, quoting from Pomponazzi, De 
incantationibus, “conclusio quinta cap. ult. pag. 315.” Pomponazzi is also quoted on 1021— 
1022. 

248 “De atheismo,’ SDTh I, 130, cf. 129. 

249 ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh II, 966, referring also to Aquinas, S. Theol. I, 
q. 105, art. 7 ad 3. 

250 Voetius calls this the “differentia specifica”; the supernatural character being the 
“differentia propinqua seu generica"; ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ 968. 

251 ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh II, 966-967. 

252 On this purpose, that the truth of God's words be confirmed, see H. Heppe/ 
E. Bizer, Dogmatik, 213 (Reformed Dogmatics, 264—265). A similar position is still taken in 
1765 by the Leiden theologian Bernhardinus de Moor, who speaks of miracles as “... 
Opera, quae praeter aut contra communes naturae leges facta, omnemque creatarum 
causarum virtutem superantia, a Deo ad fidem verbis suis faciendum adhibentur," 
Commentarius perpetuus, III, 886, and see for instance, 904-905. 

253 Voetius, ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh II, 968. 
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demons or humans.?* Voetius offers a detailed survey of the various 
purposes of miracles.» His general focus is not unlike the view of 
Aquinas, who somewhere stated that miracles *mainly (principaliter)? ave 
meant to “confirm the truth that someone teaches."?* Yet in Reformed 
thought the point was clearly elaborated in a way consistent with the 
decisive priority of the Word of God and also with the Reformed 
doctrine of the Church. 

First of all, miracles are subordinated to the Bible. Miracles do not 
have the function of a principle for faith—that status is held by the 
Bible. This is to say that miracles can do no more than incite to 


254 ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh IL, 967, cf. 968: “... omnia signa et prodigia 
quae ab hominibus aut diabolis aut finguntur, aut eduntur aut ad vanitatem et ostenta- 
tionem, aut ad veritatem divinae obfuscationem." See also 975, 9980. 

255 Cf. ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ 971-972: “Generalis finis est, ut per ea [miracula] 
veritas Dei confirmaretur, et verus Deus innotesceret.” In addition, there are “Spe- 
ciales fines," all of which are documented by biblical references: “Primo ut divinam 
potentiam demonstrent ... Secundo, ut veritatem doctrinae coelestis confirment ... Tertio, 
et consequenter ut moveant extraneos ... promoveant dubios et infirmos ..., confir- 
ment domesticos fidei ..., confundant et inexcusabiles reddant adversarios ... Quarto, ut 
ostenderent divinam et extraordinariam missionem Prophetarum, Judicum, Apostolo- 
rum, etc. ... Quinto, ut essent signa et sigilla promissionum divinarum fum communium 
juxta Euangelium, fum specialium, de specialibus quibusdam benedictionibus ... Sexto: 
ut essent signa et testimonia irae Dei et judiciorum erga peccatores fum reprobos tum 
salvandos ..." Considered historically, “Fines speciales miraculorum 1. in Vet. Testam. 
per Prophetas, ut confirmarent certitudinem eventus praedictionum et promissionum, 
tum de regno Messiae; tum etiam aliarum particularium ... II. Christi in Nov. Testam. 
Primo, ut testarentur illum esse verum illum Messiam ... Secundo, consequenter illum 
esse ... verum Deum … Tertio: atque adeo competere Christo potestatem remittendi 
peccata ... Quarto, et sic … fideles a miraculosis sanationibus in contemplationem ... 
liberationis et salutis aeternae per Christum subducerent ... III. Apostolorum et succes- 
sorum in Nov. Testam. ... Coram Judaeis, Primo, ut testarentur Messiam jam exhibitum 
et esse Jesum Nazarenum ... Secundo, ut novae religionis formae ... introducendae, 
et veteri legi abrogandae hac ratione viam munirent … Coram Atheis, Gentilibus, etc. 
Primo, ut probarent esse Deum ... Secundo, ut probarent authoritatem Scripturae. Ter- 
tio, et consequenter veritatem religionis Christianae ... Quarto, ut miracula et illusiones 
daemonum ... sisterent ac confunderent ...” 

256 Thomas Aquinas, S. Theol., III, q. 43, art. 1 and see also 3. 

257 Voetius, ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ 974: “ix. Non ingenerant fidem ut instrumen- 
tum proximum; nec ejus sunt principium, in quod ultima fiat analysis: quod elicitur 
ex Roman. 10:17; 1 Corinth. 1:21; 1 Petr. 1:23. x. Consequenter non sunt sufficiens aut 
doctrinae purae atque integrae, aut vitae inculpatae, aut bonae causae argumentum 
aut testimonium, 1 Corinth. 13.” See already Voetius’s polemics with Cornelius Janse- 
nius: Desperata causa papatus, Amsterdam 1635, 289: “Miracula proxime fidem non oper- 
antur, tanquam ejus proprium principium, sed fidelibus tantummodo tanquam sigilla 
extraordinaria confirmant Hebr. 2, vers. 3 et 4. Et infideles, nec principium nec doc- 
torem agnoscentes, tantum remote tanquam motivum disponunt ad fidem, suadendo 
ut doctori aures praebeant, aut doctrinae principium illud agnoscant"; and cf. also 300: 
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faith and, more precisely, in order to do so miracles need to be joined 
together with the Word.?* Moreover, the significance of miracles is 
further diminished for what perhaps can be called an epistemological 
reason: it 1s not always easy to determine, Voetius admits, whether a 
particular miracle is genuine. Yet in connection with the Bible a miracle 
is a confirmation of some truth.” 

In the second place, Voetius explicitly denies that miracles are a 
constant attribute of the Church, an Ecclesiae nota.?9 This was the usual 
Reformed position”! Miracles, moreover, do not occur permanently. 
In Voetius's view they are “more useful for the first planting of the 


“Miracula directe et per se fidem non docent, aut eam fundant, quippe quae nemo 
hactenus principium fidei fecit, in quae illa resolvatur; sed tantum infideles praepara- 
torie disponunt ut motivum, et fideles jam fide instructos magis confirmant, ex super- 
abundanti, et quidem extraordinarie, non ut medium aut remedium ordinarium, qualia 
sunt Sacramenta. Inquocunque ergo casu tuto semper recurritur ad unicum principium 
fidei et medium illud perpetuum atque ordinarium. Quidquid ergo jactent quicunque 
novi Prophetae, Evangelistae, etc. Habemus Moysen et Prophetas, illos audiamus." 
Cf. ‘De miraculis, 994, 997-998, 1022. See also ‘De generali conversione Judaeorum," 
SDTh 1L, 138: *... miracula per se non sunt principium fidei: scriptura autem sola sit 
principium: Et quod in miraculis gemina inquisitione opus sit, An scil. facta sint ad 
veritatis confirmationem; et an sint miracula vere divina, et non mira ab hominibus aut 
daemonibus patrata." 

258 ‘De miraculis, pars secunda,’ 992: “An et quomodo sint ad fidem et salutem 
necessaria. Resp. Non ad esse; sed tantum ad bene esse: non absolute; sed hypothetice: 
non universaliter; sed particulariter, et certo casu ac tempore: non tanquam principium 
(quod est verbum Det) sed tanquam motivum: non tanquam motivum aut medium 
proximum aut immediatum; sed mediatum et remotum: non solitarium et per se; sed 
aut in verbo et cum verbo, aut ad et per verbum." 

259 ‘De miraculis, pars secunda,’ 992-993: “An sint certa, indubitata, et evidentia ver- 
itatis testimonia? Resp. Per se non sunt: sed quando verbo Dei conjunguntur, et ad 
veritatem confirmandam exhibentur, praestant aliquam confirmationem et approba- 
tionem. Ratio est, quia ipsa miracula an vera sint, nec ne, difficilius aliquando discerni 
potest, quam ipsa doctrinae veritas: et quia Deus permittit diabolo et Prophetia ipsius 
talia miracula edere (Deuter. 13, Matth. 24:4, Thessal. 2) ut illo in casu quod ad nos, 
nulla insignis sit evidentia et certitudo, nisi ad verbum Dei recurramus; quo Deus nos 
ablegat Luc 16.” See also ‘De miraculis, pars prima,’ 975 (“Quod negative facilius et 
certius deprehenditur ac concluditur miraculum aliquod non esse divinum, ex formali 
scil. quia obsignat mendacium aut malum aliquod: quam affirmative esse divinum ...”), 
997, 1023, and Voetius, Desperata causa papatus, 287-288, cf. 301. 

260 De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh II, 974; ‘De miraculis, pars secunda,’ 997-998. 

261 Cf. Francisco Turrettini’s remark_— against Bellarmine—that the “glory of mira- 
cles” *[n]on potest esse nota essentialis [ecclesiae], quia pendent et dijudicanda sunt ex 
doctrina, nec recipienda sunt, nisl quatenus doctrina, ad cujus confirmationem fiunt, 
est conformis Dei Verbo, alias rejicienda sunt ut adulterina Deut. 13:1, 2”; Institutio 
theologiae elencticae, YII, Utrecht 1734, 127 (loc. 18, q. 13, $44). On the chronological limi- 
tation to early Christianity, 127-128 ($44). 
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faith and the church" and not so much later on, as can be seen in the 
history of Israel and also in the development of the Christian Church in 
which miracles have virtually ended sometime “between the third and 
the fourth century."?? Yet Voetius does not wish to say that miracles did 
not happen at all after that time.” Answering the question of whether 
miracles have been done in support of the Protestant cause, he remains 
cautious and refuses to determine whether events that may look like 
miracles do indeed belong to that category.?®* 

Voetius's exposition on miracles amounts, in various respects, to a 
clear limitation of the significance of miracles. Their significance is lim- 
ited literally by his very strict definition of what a miracle is. Moreover, 
the miracle that fits the description has indeed a meaning as a confir- 
mation of a truth about or given by God, but 1t 1s basically subject to 
the Word of God and should be connected to it, and it is, at least in 
Voetius's own day, a rare event. This rigorous restriction of the field of 
miracles 1s not at all motivated by a philosophical objection to the real- 
ity of supernatural acts of God, but it seems perfectly understandable 
as a sober Protestant alternative to a Roman Catholic overestimation of 
both the number and significance of miracles. 

Voetius's successor in Utrecht did not deal extensively with the issue 
of miracles. Van Mastricht did not aim for a technical definition nor 
did he reproduce the requisites mentioned by Voetius. Characteristic 
of miracles is that “they exceed nature" in any form, from universal 
nature down to its most particular aspects. God alone can perform 
a miracle because, Van Mastricht says, “all creatures are subjected to 
the order of nature.”?© This is what he regards as the nucleus of what 


262 Voetius, De miraculis, pars prima,’ SDTh IL, 974, 975: “In Ecclesia Apostolica 
Nov. Testam. cum abundarent, ab illo tempore paulatim imminuta sunt et tandem 
Inter 3 et 4 saeculum cessarunt"; 996. 

263 ‘De miraculis, pars quarta,’ SDTh II, 1012-1013, here 1013: *Saltem donum seu 
charisma et fidem miraculorum paulatim imminuta, quarto saeculo potissimum ces- 
sasse ex cit. testimoniis Augustini et Chrysostomi colligimus. Quod nulla post quartum 
saeculum, aut Augustinum sint edita, nolumus ex ipsius verbis concludere." 

264 ‘De miraculis, pars quarta, SDTh II, 1024: “v. Probl. Quod si miracula nulla a 
nostris tentata: an ergo nulla propter nostros edita. Resp. Nolimus negare admiranda 
quaedam evenisse; quae an prodigia et mira tantum fuerint, an vero miracula proprie 
dicta, non est quod determinemus.” 

265 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 394a-b (II, c. 10, $26); cf. 620b (V, c. rr, $18). Cf 
Vindiciae veritatis, 42-43: “Quamvis forte miracula sensuum apparentiis non repugnent, 
attamen judicio intellectus, praesertim vulgaris, et ab ipso miraculo remoti, e diametro 
saepe repugnant, adeoque intellectui captu multo sunt difficilliora, quam res naturales 
etiam difficilimae, eo quod ordinem totius universi semel constitutum transcendant et 
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a miracle is.” Yet in his discussion of the miracles done by Christ 
he adds four further requisites of a miracle which are all backed up 
by biblical references. In the first place a miracle is “a work that is 
stupendous and exceeds the realm of nature." A miracle, moreover, 
does not take place in some hidden area far from the business of life, 
but rather in a public place. In the third place a true miracle occurs “at 
a mere command." In addition, it does not occur “gradually … but in a 
moment.” The notion, mentioned by Voetius, that miracles confirm 
the truth revealed by God is absent among this list of conditions, but 
Van Mastricht mentions the confirmation of “the truth of the Gospel 
doctrine” among the purposes for which Christ did His miracles. 
He maintains the classical position that only God can do miracles 
and he accordingly regards miracles as proof of God's existence,” 
but as this point 1s not typical of Voetius, it can be safely concluded 
that Van Mastricht's view of miracles does not seem influenced by 
Voetius's extensive and detailed discussion of the topic. In addition, 
Van Mastricht in 1655 declined Wittichius's assumption that miracles 
can be perceived by the senses, citing the birth from the virgin as an 
example to the contrary.?” What Wittichius defended was also Voetius’s 
view with which Van Mastricht disagreed at this point. Van Mastricht 
does not seem to have been an exception among so-called Voetians: in 
the eighteenth century Bernhardinus de Moor also does not seem to be 
aware of Voetius's theory of miracles.?! In his comprehensive critique 
of Cartesianism Van Mastricht did not specifically deal with the 1ssue of 
miracles, or at least even though he repeatedly referred to Spinoza's 
Tractatus. theologico-politicus, its chapter on miracles did not receive a 
specific rebuttal. It is hard to explain why this is the case, but miracles 
probably to Van Mastricht had not become an unavoidable issue for 
Christian apologetics. In 1677, the same year when Van Mastricht’s 
Gangraena was published, Melchior Leydekker's Fax veritatis appeared. 


superent, quod capere, sine dubio, intellectui difficillimum accidit; quaelibet autem res 
naturalis dilucida explicatione apprehensibilis reddi potest." 

266 ThPTh, 619b (V, c. 11, 816). 

267 ThPTh, 619b-620a (V, c. 11, $16). 

268 ThPTh, 620b (V, c. 11, $18). 

269 ThPTh, 68b (IL, c. 2, §11); cf. Voetius, ‘De miraculis, pars tertia,’ SDTh II, 993, 
and Driessen, Sapientia, 51. 

270 Vindiciae veritatis, 42. 

271 At least this is so in his commentary on Marckius’s Compendium, ch. 10, $12: 
Commentarius, IL, 460-464. Martinus Vitringa in 1761 mentions Voetius on miracles, 
Doctrina christianae religionis, 1, 63. 
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In this book Leydekker criticised Frans Burman for proposing “too lax 
([n]imis laxa)" a view of what a miracle is by also including a reference 
to human ignorance of its cause." Given the fact that Spinoza in 
his Tractatus theologico-politicus linked miracles with human ignorance, 
it is not really surprising to hear that Burman has been accused of 
Spinozism.?” In 1677 Van Mastricht, just like Leydekker, could have 
devoted some space in his Novitatum cartesianarum gangraena to a criticism 
of Burman’s passage on miracles. Such a discussion, however, seems 
lacking in the book, and Van Mastricht in general does not offer 
much evidence that he regarded miracles as such as a controversial 
issue. 

Driessen gave more attention to miracles than Van Mastricht. In 1717 
he published a book on the miracles that Jesus did, with the main 
purpose to highlight especially their “spiritual meaning (den geestelijken 
zin), thus showing his sympathy with Cocceian exegesis.?* This spiri- 
tual sense is additional to the literal meaning, which Driessen presup- 
poses and which he regards as a proof of Christ’s Divine nature and as 
a “confirmation of Jesus’s doctrine."?? In a more philosophical context 
miracles are mentioned in Driessen’s 1719 sketch of natural theology, 
where he describes miracles as not being in line with natural laws estab- 
lished by God. Miracles “do not follow necessarily from the fixed laws 
of nature,” but go beyond these (superare, excedere) and result from the 
will of God.?” Driessen took issue with an attempt to explain miracles 
as a product of nature and its laws. Rather, currently valid natural prin- 
ciples are radically diverse from what occurs in a miracle.2” A similar 
defense of miracles as breaking out of the laws that characterise nature 
is maintained in his later natural theology??? 


272 Leydekker, Fax veritatis, 382-384, referring to E. Burman, Synopsis theologiae, I, 
Utrecht 1671, 324 (I, c. 43, $29): “Cum autem motum aliter determinat Deus, quam 
juxta ordinarias, aut nobis cognitas naturae leges fieri debebat; aut saltem quando nobis 
incognitum est quomodo actio Dei cum legibus naturae conveniat, tum ille concursus 
Dei cum motu, miraculum appellatur." 

273 Of. Vitringa, Doctrina christianae religionis, 1, 65; De Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, Il, 
462. 

274 Driessen, Over alle de wonderwerken van Jesus, 7. On Cocceius’s view of biblical 
interpretation, cf. Van Asselt, Johannes Coccejus. Portret, 165-186. 

275 Over alle de wonderwerken van Jesus, 4, see also 2, 7. 

276 Delineatio, 19-20. 

277 This discussion in Driessen, Delineatio, 20-22. 

278 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 378 (Dutch in Overwinnende leer, 282): “Nihil tam opposi- 
tum est mechanismo et fato, nihil tam arguit liberam potentiam quam effectus ille 
divinus qui miraculum dicitur, editus sine, supra, contra Naturae leges." 
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As has been noted in Chapter 2, Driessen strongly defended the 
freedom of God and rejected the notion that natural laws preceded 
and guided creation. In this he regarded, at least in his later writings, 
the philosophy of Descartes as offering the wrong theory A similar 
opposition to Cartesian thought comes out with regard to miracles. 
Indeed in his 1734 book Sapientia hujus mundi quam Deus stultitiam fecit 
Driessen said that “this philosophy of Descartes and of others ruins the 
true doctrine of miracles."?? The miracle shows that “God is a most 
free Being, [that He 1s] not forced by fated necessity nor, as Descartes 
says, [that Hel acts necessarily in this way, according to necessary 
laws that flow from God's essence itself or [from His] perfections— 
which is nothing other than being forced by fated necessity ...”?°° Prior 
to these remarks, Driessen referred to various passages in Descartes's 
writings and among these to texts in which the philosopher mentions 
a change of things “in accordance with laws of nature,” and in which 
he derives these laws from Divine immutability?*' Van Mastricht could 
have known texts such as these, but he obviously did not see sufficient 
reasons to critically bring up the issue of miracles, or to examine 
the fact that God's immutability was used as an argument against 
miracles.” This is perhaps due to the fact that Driessen was more 
aware of the Spinozist rejection of supernatural theism. Spinoza most 
radically differs from the definition of a miracle as a supernatural work 


279 Sapientia hujus mundi, 50-51, here 51: “Veram de Miraculis doctrinam vastat Carte- 
sii illa aliorumque Philosophia." 

?80 Sapientia hujus mundi, 51: ^... miraculum, quod inter argumenta admodum apod- 
ictica est Deum esse Ens Liberrimum, non fatali necessitate cogi, vel, quod Cartesius 
dicit, secundum leges necessarias ex ipsa Det essentia vel perfectionibus fluentes nec- 
essario sic agere, quod aliud non est quam fatali necessitate cogi; sed agere pro libera 
potestate." 

281 Descartes-quotes in Driessen, Sapientia hujus mundi, 48-49; here among other texts, 
49, Principia philosophiae I, 47 and IL, 36-37 (AT VIII-1, 103,11-20; 61,21-25 and 28-29, 
62,6-8). The rejected position is basically shared also by Spinoza, see e.g. trans. Shirley, 
Spinoza, Tractatus, 126 (ch. 6): “... the universal laws of Nature are merely God's decrees, 
following from the necessity and perfection of the divine nature." On Descartes about 
miracles, see J. Laporte, Le rationalisme de Descartes, 3rd ed. Paris 1988, 361-373 (I thank 
Theo Verbeek for his suggestion). 

?82 Cf. J. Marckius, Compendium, 175 (c. 10, $12). Commenting on Marckius, B. de 
Moor writes on how miracles are consonant with “God’s constancy": “voluit ab aeterno 
quasdam ejusmodi Exceptiones exstare a communibus Legibus Naturae praescriptis 
atque inditis, ut tanto evidentius constaret ipsius Libertas ... Dum 2. praeter Mirac- 
ulum Leges Naturae communes stabiles manent ... 3. Non magis itaque Exceptiones 
hae a Lege Naturae praejudicant divinae Constantiae, quam Dispensationes nonnullae 
a Lege Morali ...”; Commentarius perpetuus, II, 463. 
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of God, because he conceives nature as identical with God. Thus, in his 
perspective there is no place at all for supernatural actions of God.” 

Leibniz and Wolff did not identify God with nature and their philos- 
ophies leave room for supernatural acts of God. However, their mech- 
anistic view of nature and related factors, such as the principle of suffi- 
cient reason and a particular insistence on the “wisdom” of God's acts, 
account for a certain reluctance to admit the reality of miracles.?* It is 
therefore understandable that Driessen in his defence of miracles also 
attacks Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy. But his Groningen colleague 
Nicolaus Engelhard was brought to indignation because of what he 
read as a claim of Driessen that *Leibniz and Wolff deny the possibility 
of miracles or [that they] ever doubted the miracles that Holy Scrip- 
ture mentions," whereas Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy leaves room 
for these. Driessen's attack was totally unjustified as far as Leibniz and 
Wolff are concerned.” 

But is this indeed the case? In the section of Driessen's Sapientia hujus 
mundi dealing with miracles, no Leibnizian or Wolffian texts are quoted 
as denying the historical character of biblical miracles. Driessen instead 
raises the question of how the basic acceptance of miracles can be har- 
monised with a theory that insists on the connection of substances, in 
the sense that “the reason (ratio) of all consecutive [things] is always 
in the antecedent, and thus the sequence is always natural.” For, “[ijf 
this natural sequence necessarily flows from the wisdom of God,” the 
question is what room is left for any intervening miracles. In other 
words, Driessen argues that miracles are not really compatible with the 
Leibnizian-Wolffian world view and its principle of sufficient reason” 
Within the framework of Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy the miracle 
is indeed difficult to place, in spite of its admission that miracles can 
occur.? Rejecting Spinoza's definition of a miracle as an “uncommon 
event of nature (eme ungewöhnliche Begebenheit der Natur)” Wolff rather 


283 On Spinoza's criticism of miracles in its historical context, see Israel, Radical 
Enlightenment, 218—229, 292-293. 

284 On miracles in Leibniz and in Wolff, see: B. Bron, Das Wunder. Das theologische 
Wunderverständnis im Horizont des neuzeitlichen Natur- und Geschichtsbegriff, Göttingen 1975, 
28-31 (Leibniz) and 31-33 (Wolff), with reference to W. Philipp, Das Werden der Aufklärung 
in theologiegeschichtlicher Sicht, Göttingen 1957, 125-128. Cf. my ‘Driessens theologische 
kritiek,’ 203-204. 

285 N. Engelhard, Apologia, 79-80 (with reference to p. 22); on Engelhard, see Wiele- 
ma, ‘Engelhard.’ 

286 Sapientia hujus mundi, 153-155. 

287 For Leibniz, cf. e.g. Théodicée, §3 of the introduction, and $54 (trans. Buchenau, 
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admits its supernatural character and indicates that the "essence of 
things and their force (das Wesen der Dinge und thre Kraft)” cannot bring 
about a miracle.” In this respect, both Driessen and Wolff reject a 
reduction of miracles to natural processes. Yet Wolffs German meta- 
physics also includes arguments which suggest that he played down the 
significance of miracles. In the first place, on his view Divine foreknowl- 
edge of later events 1s implied in the foreknowledge of the first event in 
the whole series. Here, in other words, Wolff does not reckon with the 
possibility that the causal sequence of events is interrupted by a Divine 
miracle.?® In his critique, Driessen had also referred to the problem 
of a Divine foreknowledge of miracles. In the second place, Wolff 
claims that miracles are inferior to nature in that they show “merely 
God's power and knowledge of a thing,” whereas the natural order of 
things reveals more than power alone, namely also Divine wisdom and 
omniscience.?! Because, in Wolffs view, the natural order is “better” 
than a miracle, and because no act of God is done without wisdom, 
“it is impossible that He brings about something by miracles that can 
happen in a natural way (... ist es nicht möglich, daß er durch. Wunderwercke 
etwas ausrichtet, was natürlicher Weise geschehen kan)” Miracles are the last 
resort, when God “cannot reach His intention in a natural way (... er 
seine Absicht natürlicher Weise nicht erreichen kan)??? Hence, Wolff thinks the 
conclusion warranted that miracles are not genuine when that which 


35-36, 130-131; ed. Gerhardt, VI, 50-51, 132); on Wolff, see J. Ecole, Métaphysique, T, 
2547255. 

288 Wolff, Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 386-388, cf. 453 (8726); Spinoza's definition 
is rejected in $634 (-§636; and compare also 391-392, $642, on Spinoza's view). For 
a similar criticism of Spinoza see also J. Marckius, Compendium theologiae, 175 (c. 10, 
$125; B. de Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, II, 461. Cf. Shirley (trans.), Spinoza, Tractatus 
Theologico-Politicus, 124, 127, 130, 138 (ch. 6). 

289 Verniinfftige Gedancken von Gott, 597 (8968): “Nehmlich, der folgende Zustand wird 
allezeit begreiflich durch den vorhergehenden. Gott erkennet den ersten Zustand der 
Welt deutlich ($955), und also erkennet er daraus den folgenden, aus diesem ferner den, 
der weiter folget, und so fort, nehmlich, allen künftigen Zustand.” 

?99 Driessen, Sapientia hujus mundi, 154: *Ouomodo etiam Deus praescivit miracula, si 
futurorum ratio est in consecutione illa? Hic nulla est consecutio, ergo Deus miracula 
praescire non potuit. Quod etiam facturum se praescire non potuit, facere non potest; 
uti praescientia futurorum sine nexu quod ad essentiam rei, sic existentia sine nexu cum 
voluntate non consistit, nam uti consecutionis essentia in intellectu, sic ejus existentia in 
voluntatis efficacia est sita ex illis hypothesibus.” 

291 Wolff, Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 640 ($1040), see also 638-640 (81039). 

?9? Verniinfftige Gedancken von Gott, 641 (81041); see also the general statement on p. 652 
($1059): *... ich habe oben schon erwiesen, daß Gott vermöge seiner Weisheit den Lauf 
der Natur den Wunderwercken vorziehen muß (§ 1041).” 
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the miracle should effect, can also be attained by either nature or “an 
ancient miracle (ein altes Wunderwerck).”°®* In this context Wolff does not 
apply this viewpoint to miracles that are documented in Holy Scripture, 
but in principle this approach does not protect these from philosophical 
criticism.?* Wolffian philosophy, in any case, provided no conceptual 
context that was supportive of miracles. 

Driessen’s faith in God's providence was deeply different from the 
tendency of early modern philosophers to assert, in various ways, the 
absolute validity of natural laws. Yet while Driessen's explicit rejection 
of determinist and naturalistic views suggests that these had increased 
their impact and their relevance as an opponent of theology, the Gro- 
ningen theologian still maintains classical positions that the Utrecht 
theologians defended. Driessen too states “that miracles are no attribute 
of the true Church." Performing miracles is the exclusive prerogative of 
God. If He realises these “in support of any doctrine or religion, this 
is an infallible Divine testimony of the truth of that religion, for God 
who alone does miracles will never give testimony to the lie.” The 
frequency of miracles diminished after the initial growth of the Chris- 
tian Church. Yet a difference with Voetius seems to be that Driessen is 
more prepared to admit present-day miracles: God did not change and 
the occurrence of a miracle today is “neither impossible, nor contradic- 
tory."?5 This was also what Driessen told to those who philosophised 
along naturalist or determinist lines. 


293 Vernunfflige Gedancken von Gott, 641—642 (81043). 

294 See also J. Ecole, ‘Wolff, in: Y. Belaval/D. Borel (eds.), Le siècle des Lumières et la 
Bible, Paris 1986, 805-822, here 813, and cf. Wolff on what characterises a revelation 
from God, Verniinfftige Gedancken von Gott, 623-629 ($$ 1011-1019). 

295 Driessen, “Toegift. De nieuwe mensch een Betragter der wonderwegen die God 
gehouden heeft met het Land zyner inwoning,’ in: Oude en nieuwe mensch, gebragt tot 
een zaamstel der praktikale Godgeleerdheid, Groningen 1738, 731—795, here 734—735; 735: 
“Dog dit staat altyt vast/ dat dan/ wanneer waaragtige wonderen geschieden/ dat 
is zulke daden die alleen het gewrocht konnen zyn ener oneyndige magt/ en alzo te 
boven gaan alle vermogen van menschen en Engelen/ goede en quade; en wanneer 
zulke wonderen geschieden ten voordeel van enige Leer of Godsdienst/ dat zulks een 
onfaalbaar Goddelijk getuigenis zy voor de waarheit van dien Godsdienst/ want Godt die 
alleen wonderen doet zal nimmer aan de leugen getuigenis geven” For a division of miracles into 
two (or three) categories, see 736—737. 

296 *Wonderwegen,' Oude en nieuwe mensch, 735: “Evenwel hy is dezelve God die won- 
deren doet/ en ‘er konnen nog wel gevallen wezen/ in welke/ wanneer Godt wonderen 
dede/ die het Stempel dragen ener ontegenzeggelijke zekerheid/ zulks tot eer van God 
en de waarheid van den suiveren Godsdienst op eene byzondere wijze verstrekken kon; 
zo dat ’er nog onmogelykheid, nog tegenstrydigheid in zy/ dat ‘er nog wel eens een wonder 
of wonderen plaats grijpen.” 
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6. Divine Providence and the View of History 


The created objects of God's providence have a temporal character, 
so that the themes of Divine providence and history are related issues. 
An investigation of how the selected authors viewed history sheds addi- 
tional light on how they saw the work of God's providence. This subject 
can be approached by asking various questions. In the first place, if 
it 1s plausible to suggest that in seventeenth-century Protestantism the 
theme of ‘special Divine providences' replaced, as it were, the previ- 
ous Roman Catholic interest in miracles?" it can be asked what the 
selected authors had to say about special providence in history. This 
topic has to a certain degree been discussed already in the section 
on miracles, but a few additional observations can be made. A sec- 
ond question concerns progress in history. In what sense did the three 
selected authors allow for progress throughout history? In connection 
with this the additional question can be discussed of how they viewed 
the future of the Church. Did they expect a glorious future on earth 
of the Christian Church? The rest of this chapter 1s devoted to provid- 
ing only a few contours of how Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen 
thought about these issues. 


6.1. Providence in History 


As has been discussed above, a common Reformed conviction is that 
God can act by means of secondary causes, but also without using any 
created means. In both ways His purposes are fulfilled. Any theologi- 
cal or philosophical view of Divine providence can influence historical 
writing, and the question can be asked how it works out in historiogra- 
phy.?* The Spinozistic view of nature, for instance, precludes any refer- 


297 This has been suggested to me by a remark by David W. Bebbington. Cf. also 
A. Walsham, ‘Miracles in Post-Reformation England’; F. van Lieburg, ‘Remarkable 
Providences. The Dutch Reception of an English Collection of Protestant Wonder 
Stories,’ in: A.-J. Gelderblom/].L. de Jong/M. van Vaeck (eds.), The Low Countries as a 
Crossroads of Religious Beliefs, Leiden/Boston 2004, 197-219. A classical Puritan exposition 
on providence is John Flavel’s The Mystery of Providence [1678], Edinburgh/Carlisle 
1998 (with thanks to those who mentioned this book to me in Edinburgh). For an 
earlier attempt to study the theme of Providence and history cf. my article ‘Over de 
voorzienigheid van God als thema van theologische en wijsgerige geschiedbeschou- 
wing,’ in: HJ. Adriaanse (ed.), Tweestromenland. Over wijsgerige en belijdende theologie, Leuven 
2001, 261—284. 

298 On Dutch Reformed historiography in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, 
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ence to God's supernatural acts in the history of the world. Moreover, 
one would expect a historiography operating on Leibnizian-Wolffian 
premises to focus on an inner logic of events and their sequence (given 
the principle of sufficient reason), rather than look for God's purpose or 
even interventions??? 

As his works reveal, Voetius had a clear interest in history. Like other 
theologians he recognised the legitimacy of historical theology (theologia 
historica) as a theological discipline.’” A providential treatment of history 
does not seem to have been dominant in his writings, yet it is not 
absent. In his inaugural lecture, for instance, Voetius asserted that both 
biblical and natural history point to God, yet with different degrees of 
directness.?! Accordingly, one reason why the study of Roman history 
can be profitable is that it reveals God's mercies and punishments." In 
1636 Voetius states that the recent history of the Dutch Republic is the 
consequence of human sins, but God's clemency is a reason for hope, 
while civil authorities also undertake good work.?? 


see e.g: A.Th. van Deursen, ‘Nadere Reformatie en geschiedbeoefening. Abraham 
van de Velde en Franciscus Ridderus,’ Documentatieblad Nadere Reformatie 13 (1989) 25- 
39; R. Kuiper, ‘Het wonderwerk in de historie. Anti-cartesianisme in de gereformeerde 
geschiedschrijving van de zeventiende en achttiende eeuw,’ DNR 15 (1991) 14-31; 
C. Huisman, Neerlands Israel, esp. 61-85; J.C. Breen, ‘Gereformeerde populaire histo- 
riographie in de zeventiende en achttiende eeuw,’ in: Christendom en historie, Amsterdam 
1925, 213-242; C.J. Meeuse, ‘Het rampjaar 1672 en de toekomstverwachting van de 
Nadere Reformatie,’ DNR 16 (1992) 17-27. 

299 Of R. Kuiper’s remarks on laws of nature in Cartesianism; ‘Wonderwerk.’ 

300 Cf. Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca, 128—161 (De Collegiis Historico- Theologicis, 
tum Sacris, tum Ecclesiasticis"); 625-669 (“De Apparatu Theologiae historicae, seu 
antiquitatum et novitatum ecclesiasticarum"). Voetius, ‘Methodus elidendi praesum- 
tam successionem, antiquitatem et catholicismum papatus,' SD7h II, 706-726, here 
706: “Notum est Theologiam aliquam, seu potius tractationem aliquam Theologi- 
cam apud nonnullos Theologos dici Historicam, a Didactica et Elenctica, etc. distinc- 
tam." Voetius knows three branches of historical theology: “Sacra,” * Ecclesiastica? and 
* Historico- Politico- Theologica” (706—709). The second part of the disputation ‘De patribus’ 
includes an Appendix de Historicis Ecclesiasticis" (SDTh I, 103-106) which also com- 
prises more general observations on the “matter,” the “end and use” and the students 
of church history. 

31 A, de Groot (ed), Gisbertus Voetius, Inaugurele rede, 48-49, here 48: “Tam vero 
historiae divinae recta et compendio ad Deum deducunt, naturales per circuitum ad 
naturae authorem." 

302 A. de Groot (ed.), Gisbertus Voetius, Inaugurele rede, 50-51, here 50: “An nihil in 
usum nostrum decerpemus, nihil prudentiae et conscientiae nostrae apponemus, ubi 
Dei sapientiam, potentiam, iustitiam, clementiam circa imperiorum ortus, occasus, 
fatales periodos, in bonorum remuneratione, in malorum poenis tanquam in speculo 
contemplamur?" 

303 Voetius, Sermoen, 56: “God de Heere die siet vast/ en heeft nu al lange gedragen 
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God's providential care is presupposed when Voetius speaks of “tem- 
poral promises" of the Law and the Gospel.’ The same providence is 
presupposed in the systematic analysis of the Divine judgements, which 
Voetius made in 1665. In the second disputation on this matter the 
Utrecht theologian refers to what he wrote elsewhere concerning “the 
observation of the works of God" as a part of the Christian life. The 
disputations on Divine judgements and the discussion of God’s works in 
Ta Asketika make it clear that Voettus reckoned with God’s acts of bless- 
ing or punishment of individuals and collective entities. He encouraged 
the consideration of God’s actions, especially by comparing historical 
events and the Bible. On a personal level this meditation can lead a 
person to be grateful or to repent. Accordingly, it seems that Voetius 
would have had little to object to in Abraham van de Velde's basic 
interest in highlighting the works of God's providence in the history of 
the Dutch Republic. Yet in the light of Voetius's very strict definition 
of miracles and his view that miracles in this narrow sense had become 
extremely rare in his own day, it seems unlikely that he would have cho- 
sen to present a providential account of history under the title of The 
Miracles of the Most High, as Van de Velde did.’” 


in onsen Koningen/ Propheten/ Priesteren ende den gantschen volcke gheen geringe 
verslappinge/ wereltsheyt/ ydelheyt/ dwaesheyt/ soo niet erger: waeromme het oock 
de gemeyne saecken des landts in het voorleden jaer soo qualijck ghegaen heeft. Ten 
is evenwel geen cleyne hope van verademinge/ die ons des Heeren barmherticheyt/ 
die geen eynde heeft/ nu nieuwelijcks laet scheppen: mits gevende onse Christelijcke 
Overheden een heylige couragie om in dese becommerde tijden/ midden in soo swaren 
ende costelijcken oorloge soo loffelijcken werck aen te vangen/ tot opbouwinge van den 
Tabernakel/ tot onderschoringe vande Republijcke/ tot bescherminge van het lant.” 

304 *[De Lege et Evangelio] pars secunde’ [M. Eversdyck, 15 March 1656], SDT IV, 
31, 32, 35- 

305 “De judiciis Dei, pars prior’ [J. Pollionius, 19 April 1665], SDTh IV, 91-102; ‘De 
judiciis Dei, pars altera’ [W. van Rhyn, 13 May 1665], SDTh IV, 102-113. 

306 “De judiciis Dei, pars altera; SDTA IV, 108: for a converted person one of the 
effects of God's judgements is “2. Observatio, et ex observationibus experientiae, Rom. 5, 
v. 4. De qua observatione operum Dei, praesertim ejusmodi insolitorum judiciorum, 
agimus in asceticis sive exercitiis pietatis cap. 14”; cf. 110. See Voetius, Za Asketika, Chap- 
ter 14 (“De contemplatione atque observatione operum Det et inde orta experientia 
spirituali"): G.A. de Niet (ed.), Voetius, De praktijk der godzaligheid, 1, [354] [359] (original 
page numbers), Dutch trans. in vol. II, 283-287. 

307 Cf. the previous notes. A. van de Velde, De wonderen des Alder-hoogsten, ofle Aenwysinge 
van de oorsaeken/ wegen/ en middelen/ waer door de Geunieerde Provintien/ wit hare vorige onder- 
drukkinge soo wonderbaerlyk tegen vermoeden van de heele Wereld/ tot soo grooten magt/ ryckdom/ 
eere/ en ontsaggelijkheydt zyn verheven, 4th ed., Amsterdam 1707 (for an English trans., see 
http://www.swrb.com/newslett/actualnls/Wonders.htm). On Van de Velde, see Van 
Deursen, ‘Nadere Reformatie en geschiedbeoefening’; Breen, ‘Gereformeerde popu- 
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Voetius's successor Petrus van Mastricht had a clear historical inter- 
est, as is evident from his Theoretico-practica theologia. This manual of sys- 
tematic and practical theology comprises a book on “the dispensation 
of the covenant of grace" in which the author offers a broad survey of 
history. He traces the development of the covenant of grace from the 
patriarchs via Moses to Christ, and finally discusses the dispensation 
of the covenant in eternity"? The inclusion of such a broadly devel- 
oped historical exposition was not a common practice of Reformed 
systematic theologians at the time. It forms the final part of Van Mas- 
tricht's Theoretico-practica theologia, and in these chapters he maintains 
his usual method of discussing successively a biblical passage, the rele- 
vant doctrine—in this case, the historical reconstruction—, its polem- 
ical implications and its practical applications. One of the clear mes- 
sages implied in this book is that the course of history unfolds accord- 
ing to God's plan. Van Mastricht gives one theological exposition that 
comprises biblical, ecclesiastical and secular history. 

However, this exposition of the history of the covenant of grace does 
not reveal its theological viewpoint by primarily focusing on special 
ways in which God directs particular events or by systematic atten- 
tion to where Divine judgements or blessings may be perceived. Similar 
references to God's providence are made occasionally, not only in the 
account of biblical history but also in the description of post-biblical 
history? Van Mastricht is aware of God's providence with respect 


laire historiographie, 232-233; Duker, Gisbertus Voetius, index s.v. For Voetius on mira- 
cles, see above. 

308 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, book VII, Chapter I, “De Dispensatione sub Patriarchis” 
(963-992); Chapter II, “De Dispensatione sub Mose" (992-1038); Chapter III, “De Dis- 
pensations sub Christo” (1039-1190); Chapter IV, “De Dispensatione sub aeternitate" 
(1191-1201). 

309 ThPTh, 1028b (VIII, c. 2, $46): “Et cum per illos, ultimus ictus Judaeis immineret, 
ecce providentia divina, ministerio Mardochaei, et Reginae Estherae, excidium istud in 
proprium Machinatoris caput reclinavit ..."; *... Hanc Deus sua providentia declinavit, 
excitato Matathia Sacerdote ...”; 1070b (VIII, c. 3, $23): ^... hi divinitus impedit sunt 

.^; 1147a (VIII, c. 3, $41): *... hoc ut Deus in propagationem regni sui clementer 
dirigat ..."; 1171a (VIII, c. 3, $44): “... obnitente sibi perpetuo providentia ... Sic, 
per divinam clementiam, res reformata, non in Anglia tantum, sed in universa etiam 
Europa, feliciter restituta est^; 1172a (VIII, c. 3, $44): *... Presbyterialis [pars], quae nunc, 
Dei gratia, felicissime floret apud Scotos, Genevenses, ...”; 1186a (VII, c. 3, $44): *... 
rem et Ecclesiae, et libertatis civilis feliciter restitueret, quod etiam, divina clementia, 
ex voto successit." And compare desires expressed on p. 1180b (VIII, c. 3, $44): *... 
impraesens de restituenda Europae pace, consilia agitentur, quibus Deus sua gratia 
applaudat" and 1184b (VIII, c. 3, $44) *... obtinuerunt apud Imperatorem, ut libertas 
Religionis sibi restitueretur, qua etiamnum fruuntur, faxit Deus, ut perpetua sit.” 
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to parücular events. But in Van Mastricht's historical account, God's 
determination and direction of the entire course of history 1s a foun- 
dation rather than a point he wishes to indicate at individual moments 
and their interrelations. As far as post-biblical ecclesiastical and secular 
history is concerned, the fundamental significance of Divine providence 
1s evident from the fact that Van Mastricht regards this period of his- 
tory as the unfolding of Chapter 6 of the biblical book of Revelation. 
The six seals that can be opened by the Lamb alone are six successive 
phases of history, each of which unfolds under the authority of Christ.?!° 
This emphasis is different from how a Voetian like Abraham van de 
Velde wrote on Dutch history, but it certainly characterises a theological 
historiography. 

Van de Velde's book was explicitly taken up by Anthonius Driessen, 
when in 1738 he added to the Dutch translation of Homo vetus et novus a 
fresh appendix on the works of God in the history of the Dutch Repub- 
lic. Driessen’s intention is to reflect on the historical material?! As we 
have seen, he leaves open the possibility that God still chooses to do 
miracles in order that He may be honoured and “the truth of the pure 
religion" be underscored, even after the initial phase of the Christian 
Church.?? He tries to make the case that the early history of the Dutch 
Republic can now be recognised to provide an instance of God's mirac- 
ulous activity, expressed in three categories. In the first place there are 
uncommon providential events that are not, however, unambiguously 
recognizable as “immediate effects of Divine omnipotence.” Events that 
clearly belong to the latter category are divided into Divine works that 
are obvious miracles, and events that are not miracles if considered in 
isolation, but that become miraculous if seen in context.?? Occurrences 
of events that can be called miraculous in these various meanings can 
make up a cumulative case concerning God's guidance of Dutch his- 


310 See TAPTh, 1044b (VIII, c. 3, $11; the first era of the New Testament), 1055a 
(VIII, c. 3, $17; the second era), 1069 (VIII, c. 3, $22; the third era), 1093 (VIII, c. 3, 
$27; fourth era), 1114 (VIII, c. 3, 834; fifth era); 1144 (VIII, c. 3, $39; sixth era). 

311 Driessen, Oude en nieuwe mensch, Preface, p. [xxix]: ^t Scheen my zo toe dat zulk 
een werkstuk gedesidereert wierd, om niet alleen het Historische beknoptelyk op te geven, 
dat ook anderen gedaan hebben, en wel de zeer waardige Schryver a. van de velde, in 
de wonderen des Allerhoogsten enz. Maar ook alles in allerlei opzigten te beredeneren, om 
te vernemen of het verhaal de kragt van betoog hebbe ...” See 731-795. 

312 Oude en nieuwe mensch, 735. For Driessen, like Voetius (see note 262), another period 
of frequent miracles was during and after the people of Israel's stay in Egypt. 

313 Oude en nieuwe mensch, 736-737, with reference to his book De variis revelationum 
divinarum modis. 
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tory. Driessen argues that this special guidance of providence can be 
recognised by humans, and he thinks a sound historical method com- 
prises an investigation of how people from various backgrounds consid- 
ered the events.*!* Driessen then sets out to prove that the main reason 
for the Dutch Revolt was *the Reformed religion." When subsequent 
history of the Dutch state comprises striking providences, this should be 
seen, Driessen holds, as “a Divine testimony, given from above, to that 
religion on which that civil state is founded."?? What is remarkable in 
Driessen's providential historiography is its methodical character that 
reveals a pursuit of objectivity. Driessen offers reflections on the final 
days of Philip II of Spain, the iconoclastic turmoil that took place in 
1566, the way in which the city of Brielle was taken from the Spanish; 
the manner in which the city of Leiden was beleaguered but not taken 
by the Spanish; the 1588 destruction of the Armada from Spain; the 
way in which a plot against Gouda, a Dutch town, came to light in 
1574; and the prevention of a combined naval attack by the French and 
English in 1672.?'* He adds extensive quotations from Van de Velde on 
significant acts of God's providence.?" Driessen says he is here quot- 
ing “without reasoning out these [miracles] (zonder die te beredeneren),” 
thus revealing again that he previously attempted to complete Van de 
Velde's account by a systematic reflection on how God miraculously 
guided Dutch history.?'? Accordingly, in comparison to Voetius and Van 
Mastricht, Driessen 1s no representative of a decreasing interest in prov- 
idential historiography, but he rather shows an increasing attention to 
its methodical underpinnings. He looks for (an accumulation of) events 
that are clearly outstanding; he attempts to relate these events to the 
religious reason of the Dutch revolt, and seeks bipartisan attestation of 
these events. 


6.2. History and Progress 


Kar Lówith has argued that 1n the history of European thought a 
process can be discerned in which the Christian faith in Divine prov- 
idence was transformed into the assumption of progress.?? Although 


Oude en meuwe mensch, 737. 

Oude en nieuwe mensch, 739—741, here 741. 

> Oude en nieuwe mensch, 741-766. 

Oude en nieuwe mensch, 766—774. 

Oude en meuwe mensch, 766. 

See K. Löwith, Weltgeschichte und Heilsgeschehen. Die theologischen Voraussetzungen der 
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the three theologians that are central in this investigation did strongly 
maintain Divine providence, it can still be asked whether their thought 
included elements of what would later become a notion of progress that 
is not characteristically Christian. Or were they opposed to any such 
elements??? 

In his investigation of a controversy between Voetius and Johannes 
Cocceius on what forgiveness of sin meant in the Old Testament, 
Willem van Asselt concludes that both theologians have different meth- 
ods: whereas Cocceius's approach focuses on history, Voetius makes use 
of a "logical method”: “For Voetius, salvation history is not really possible, 
because he treats the various salvation-historical periods as substantially 
identical."?! This is an interesting conclusion. Yet it would not be cor- 
rect to assume that Voetius had no awareness of historical develop- 
ments. It seems helpful, in any case, to have a closer look at Voetius's 
view on the historical process. 

Voetius in fact did make distinctions between historical periods. In 
his bibliographical survey of literature on historical theology he distin- 
guishes the period “of the first six centuries" from a following period 
“of an intermediate age (intermedia aetas), from the seventh until the 
tenth century inclusively which in turn is followed by a modern era 
(of novitates), starting “after the tenth century until the time of the Ref- 
ormation, namely the year 1517."?? Also, his series of disputations on 


Geschichtsphilosophie, in: idem, Sämtliche Schriften, Il, Stuttgart 1983, 7-239, see here, for 
example, 113-114: “Die Geschichtsphilosophie der Aufklärung hat das theologische 
Schema der Geschichtserklärung keineswegs erweitert und bereichert, sondern es ver- 
engt und verdünnt, indem sie die göttliche Vorsehung zur menschlichen Voraussicht 
des Fortschritts einebnete und verweltlichte.” On the topic, see also J. Ritter, ‘Fort- 
schritt,” HWPh II, 1032-1059, and R. Baum/S. Neumeister/G. Hornig, ‘Perfektibilitat,’ 
HWPh VII, 238-244. 

320 This focus on “elements of progress” is broader and less specific than the “idea of 
progress” described by J.B. Bury, The Idea of Progress. An Inquiry into Its Origin and Growth, 
London 1920, 1-7. 

9! WJ. van Asselt, Voetius en Coccejus over de rechtvaardiging,’ in: Van Oort et 
al. (eds.), Onbekende Voetius, 32-47, the quotes are from p. 46: “Heilsgeschiedenis is voor 
Voetius eigenlijk niet mogelijk, omdat hij de verschillende heilshistorische perioden als 
substantiecl-identiek behandelt." On the dispute see also Van Asselt, Johannes Coccejus. 
Portret, 68-70, esp. 70, and cf. idem, Federal Theology, 282-283. Cf. W. van ’t Spijker, 
‘Gisbertus Voetius,’ 59: “Voetius miskende de heilsgeschiedenis niet. Maar zijn accent 
plaatste hij bij het heil, terwijl Coccejus het accent zou leggen op de geschiedenis en de 
voortgang daarvan." 

9? Cf. A. Klempt, Die Säkularisierung der universalhistorischen Auffassung. Zum Wandel des 
Geschichtsdenkens im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert, Gótüngen/Berlin/ Frankfurt 1960, 76. Voetius, 
Exercitia et bibliotheca, 639—657. 
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miracles, for example, includes a series of questions distributed accord- 
ing to historical periods. The first period is the “sacred history of the 
Old Testament" and the second the “history of the New Testament.” 
This is followed by “ecclesiastical antiquity.” The next major period is 
called the “intermediate (as we call it) time, or second antiquity" which 
obviously starts in the seventh century and is followed by *ecclesiastical 
novelty" as the modern time.” That Voetius regards the Reformation 
as a distinctive event 1s not surprising, but why does the seventh cen- 
tury make any difference? This is the case, it seems, because of the 
emergence of Antichrist in the seventh century: that is to say, more pre- 
cisely, in the year 607, when Bonifatius III was pope.?* (In line with a 
broad Protestant consensus, Voetius regards the pope as antichrist.)? A 


323 Voetius, ‘De miraculis; SDTh II, 1007,1010, 1012, 1015, 1016. Cf. ‘De patribus, 
seu antiquae ecclesiae doctoribus, pars altera,’ SDTh I, 105: “Vel antiqui, vel medii, vel 
novi: (prout historia ecclesiastica dividitur). Antiquos, qui scil. vixerunt ante annum 700 
..." In a ‘Disputatio theologica de gratia subsequente! [J. Beukelman, 3 March 1669], 
SD V, 729, Voetius seems to assume four distinct periods, when he writes about “... 
consensus 1. Antiquorum. 2. Scriptorum mediae aetatis. 3. Scriptorum tum Ecclesiasti- 
corum tum Scholasticorum sub novitate Papatus et testium veritatis, usque ad annum 
1517. 4. Scriptorum Papalium ab anno 1517 usque in hunc diem. 5. Protestantium et 
Reformatorum." From Lambert Danaeus Voetius took over a division of three periods 
in scholastic theology, see ‘De theologia scholastica! [E. Rotarius, 22 February 1640], 
SDTh I, 12-29, here 16: an “old [period]” (1020-1220), a “middle [period]” (1220-1330) 
and a “new [period]? (1330-1517). Prior to the age of scholasticism Voetius discerns two 
other theological periods: a first era is “from the fourth century until the seventh,” the 
second “from the seventh century until the tenth" (15). 

324 De miraculis, pars quarta, SDTh II, 1016: *... dicendum, nondum saeculo sep- 
timo obtinuisse formam Antichristianismi in Ecclesiis Occidentalibus (quamvis Anti- 
christus jam natus esset) ..." Cf. ‘De patribus, seu antiquae ecclesiae doctoribus, pars 
prima’ [C.PE vander Lingen, 23 June 1640], SDTh I, 74-87, here 77: the name of 
"fathers" is used just by way of analogy to authors “... mediae aetatis, qui vixerunt 
post natum Anti-Christum anno 607, et post divisionem Occidentalis Imperii ab Ori- 
entali ...”; see also ‘De signis, secunda, quae est de signis temporum et praesagiis mor- 
tis’ [P. Petraeus, 14 March 1640], SDTh IL, 943-963, here 944-945: “Possunt autem 
signa proxima adventus Antichristi secundum varia illius intervalla distincte notari. 
Est enim I. ejus generatio seu formatio; 2. ejus patefactio; cujus gradus primus in 
nativitate anno 607 per Bonifatium tertium; alter in excessione ex ephoebis et man- 
umissione a disciplina praedagogica [sic], quae illum continebat, (ita loqui liceat) anno 
754 per Stephanum secundum. 3. Ejus virilis Gx) anno 1076 per Gregorium VII seu 
Hildebrandum.” 

325 Of. Desperata causa papatus, 11; cf. F. Turrettini, "Disputatio septima, sive Antichristi 
demonstratio, $5, in idem, De necesssaria secessione ab ecclesia Romana disputationes, Edin- 
burgh 1848, 148—149. In the first half of the eighteenth century the Franeker theologian 
Herman Venema, J.C. de Bruine relates, retained the primary reference to the pope, 
but extended the reference to the broader category of intolerant suppression; see Her- 
man Venema, 106. 
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slightly different distinction of periods which Voetius gave in 1676 still 
suggests that, theologically, the period from the year 700 until the time 
of the Reformation has no positive value as an illuminating example. 
The Utrecht theologian, in short, recognises developments in history 
which he takes as suggesting conceptual distinctions of historical pertods. 
At the same time variations in his divisions of periods suggest that he 
did not intend to work with a rigid historical scheme. The periods that 
he distinguishes do not exclusively represent a continuous decline nor a 
univocal process of progress. 

The really decisive developments of history are those related to 
sin and salvation. In his disputation on fundamental articles of faith 
Voetius intimates that “[t]he necessity of those things which are to be 
believed also varies according to the status of the Church": there were 
more necessary objects of faith after Adam and Eve fell into sin than 
before that, and there were more of them after the resurrection of Jesus 
Christ than before His birth.?? One of the examples Voetius gives con- 
cerns sacrifices: before Jesus Christ died on the cross, sacrifices were “a 
necessary part of the worship of God (pars necessaria cultus divint),” but 
thereafter it had become a "fundamental article" that sacrifices are not 


96 PE III, 49r: “Ex inductione omnium ecclesiarum sub Novo Testamento 1. Apostoli- 
cae, 2. Antiquissimae postapostolicae usque ad annum 300, 3. Antiquae inde usque ad ann. 
500, 4. Intermediae inde usque ad ann. 700, 5. Hodiernae reformatae, abunde hoc evincitur." 

327 ‘De articulis et erroribus fundamentalibus,’ SDTA IL, 523; Dutch trans. (which, 
however, is considerably shorter than the text in SDTh ID: Dry disputatien, 28. The Latin 
text is worth being quoted, 523-524: “Variat etiam necessitas credendorum secundum 
statum Ecclesiae. Ante lapsum pauciora erant quam post lapsum (totum enim evan- 
gelium aberat): et rursum ante Christum pauciora, quam post Christum: saltem quod 
ad explicationem et applicationem. Accessit enim hic necessarius articulus; Jesum esse 
Christum Johann. 20, et venisse in carnem, Johann. 4. Et consequenter, legem ceremoni- 
alem de facto nunc esse abolitam; Gentiles nunc esse vocandos, et gentem Judaicam 
rejiciendam. Scio Scholasticos ad Thomam et Lombardum loc. cit. disputare, non esse auctos 
articulos fidei: sed tamen distinctione sua inter implicitum et explicitum non videntur a 
sententia nostra longe abesse. Ut enim omne est secundi adjecti subjecto alicui junctum 
logicorum filiis enuntiationum seu propositionem facit, sic et istae propositionem, in 
quibus est secundi adjecti praedicatur de subjecto, nobis nunc recte dici possunt ver- 
itates seu articuli fidei, ut e.g. plenitudo temporis est, Messias est, Vocatio Gentium 
est, Rejectio Judaeorum est, Abrogatio ceremoniarum est, novissima hora est etc. quae 
propositiones verae non erant, nedum ut veritates et articuli fidei fuissent ante adven- 
tum Christi: non magis quam est secundi adject praedicari potest de judicio extremo, 
aut de secundo Christi adventu, aut universali resurrectione, aut fine seculi, aut aboli- 
tione Antichristi etc. Illae enim affirmantes non minus nunc falsae sunt, quam opposi- 
tae earum negantes novissimo die falsae essent, si quis tunc e. gr. diceret, Resurrectio 
non est, judicium non est, etc. Tales enim assertiones essent errores fundamentales et 
consequenter, oppositae affirmantes tunc essent veritates et articuli fidei." 
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necessary.” This is an unmistakable admission of the historical devel- 
opment of Christian doctrine, or of what Van Asselt called “salvation 
history.” Assuming that the “covenant of grace” consists, “with respect 
to the mode of dispensation, in an old, a new and a middle [mode],” he 
claims that in the new period (“since the birth, resurrection, ascension 
of Christ and the mission of the Holy Spirit”) a progressus takes place. 
Also in the middle period (“from the birth of Christ and later until 
His death”) there was “a successive variation and growth.” However, 
this gradual development since the days ofthe Old Testament does not 
concern the “substance or essence” but only “circumstances.” Voetius 
indicates that this was the usual Reformed view,’ and probably cor- 
rectly so. 

Does Voetius have a notion of human progress, such as scientific 
progress? In Voetius’s Oratio inauguralis de pietate cum scientia. contungenda 
from 1634 progress in science is not really an issue. This is not to say 
that any notion of progress is absent, but this is rather related to the 
“restored times of Christianity (restaurata. christianismi tempora)" since the 
Reformation—a period of light after dark ignorance, but also a situ- 
ation that still deserves to be defended against libertine tendencies.?? 
This is not very different in Voetius's 1636 exposition on the useful- 
ness of academic work, the Sermoen van de nutticheydt der Academien ende 
scholen mitsgaders der wetenschappen ende Consten die in de selve gheleert wer- 
den. In this sermon Protestant politics is given credit for a degree of 


323 De articulis et erroribus fundamentalibus,’ SDTh II, 524. 

329 De Lege et Evangelio’ [A. Bertrant, 13 February 1656], SDTh IV, 19. 

339 ‘De articulis et erroribus fundamentalibus,’ SDTh IL, 524-525, here 524: “Excipiat 
quis, communiter ab orthodoxis theologis dici, fidem ac religionem V. et N.T. eandem 
esse quod ad substantiam seu essentiam; differre tantum, quod ad circumstantias. Resp. 
recte ...” De Lege en Evangelio, SDTh IV, 18: “Non erat autem haec lex alia quod 
ad essentiam a lege sub N.T. proposita; sed tantum quod ad modum et circumstrantias 
dispensationis ac propositionis. Et haec acceptio non infrequens est Apostolo, Rom. 6 
v. 14, Galat. 5 v. 18, Galat. 3 v. 24 et 4 v. 24, Rom. 4 v. 15 et 7 v. 5, 2 Cor. 3 v. 7 
[6?],” and cf. 19: “Porro novum foedus seu gratiae ratione dispensationis veteris et 
novae, distingui solet in vetus, et novum. Quae duo foedera non differunt quod ad 
substantiam, sed tantum quod ad circumstrantiam, seu quod ad modum dispensationis, 
promulgationis, et propositionis. Illic enim sub umbris et figuris, futura missio sponsoris, 
ejusque exolutio, non sine dura tamen et rigida repetitione Legis ad convictionem, non 
promiscue quibusvis nationibus, sed patriarchalibus primum familiis, deinde populo 
Israélitico foedus hoc propositum fuit: sed hic longe alio et meliori modo: de quo 2 
Corinth. 3, Hebr. 7 et 9, Luc. 10." 

531 Bavinck, Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, TII, 190—191 (on Lutheran theologians assuming a 
"substantial" contrast, see 189 and n. 2). 

332 De Groot (ed.), Gisbertus Voetius, Inaugurele rede, 28-31, 38-39, (54-55), 56-57. 
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expansion and achievement of scholarly work that has been unprece- 
dented since early Christianity.” In the Utrecht Cartesian controversy 
Voetius rejects, however, a notion of scientific innovation that attempts 
to replace that which is good by something new or that disregards “all 
universal experiences" while inordinately stressing one particular exper- 
iment.?* Another example of Voetius’s assumption of continuity could 
be his claim that the debates that were conducted in his own day on 
justification were identical, “either in total or in part,” with those dur- 
ing the life of the Apostle Paul.’ 

In the historical survey that Van Mastricht included in his Theoretico- 
practica theologia the covenant of grace is central. The development 
of the covenant of grace can certainly be seen as implying progress. 
God revealed “the covenant of grace in Christ not all at once ... but 
gradually through various times,” thus showing His wisdom and care.?** 
As Van Mastricht says, it develops to an increasingly perfect quality 
via the various vital stages: childhood, adolescence and adulthood.**” 
It is indeed in three phases that Van Mastricht lays out the most 
important developments of the Church on earth. The first is the period 
of the patriarchs, from Adam until Moses. The second phase starts with 
Moses and runs until the birth of Jesus Christ. ‘The “dispensation under 
Christ” follows as the third period, and will remain until His Second 
Coming that inaugurates the future fourth and final covenant form of 
eternity. 

History from the time of the patriarchs to Moses and then to Christ 
shows theological progress. Yet Van Mastricht insists that the core of 
the covenant of grace has remained the same. Thus, in the day of 


333 Voetius, Sermoen, on the Reformation: 48, 50-51: “Soo dat in de leste eeuwen 
insonderheyt mede ten tyden ende door den yever der Christen Princen ende Repubh- 
jcken van de Reformatie/ de studien/ Academien ende Scholen tot sulcken getal ende 
hoochte gecomen zijn/ dat ick niet en meyne dat oyt na der Apostelen tijden sulcken 
licht in dien deele de Christenheyt beschenen hecft." 

531 Voetius, ‘De rerum naturis et formis substantialibus,’ SDT% I, 881; Verbeek, Que- 
relle, 115. The Voetian theologian Jacobus Koelman later assumed an enormous histor- 
ical progress in philosophy: *... dat nu de Philosophie in alle haar deele vry verder 
geavanceert is/ danze oit was ten tijde van Plato of Aristoteles; de ondervinding heeft 
uitneemende veel doen vorderen/ boven ’t geen men te vooren wist”; Het vergift, 146, 
cf. 145. 

335 ‘Problemata de justificatione, quarta, SD V, 302. 

336 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 991 (VIII, c. 1, $40-42). Cf. G.R. McDermott, quoted in 
Neele, Living to God, 22. 

537 ThPTh, 966a (VIII, c. 1, $7), 991b (VII, c. 1, $40). 

538 See above, note 308. The first three main parts are further subdivided. 
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the patriarchs the law and also the gospel were revealed basically as 
they would later be in the Mosaic phase of the covenant, “though in a 
different mode and degree (licet diverso modo et gradu).”*® Accordingly, the 
question of whether there is a fundamental difference between the Old 
Covenant and the New ‘Testament is answered in the same classical 
way as it was by Voetius: the New Testament differs from the Old 
“not in the substance of the covenant or the promise, but only in the 
circumstances of a different dispensation.’’*° 

The form that the covenant has had since Jesus Christ—the dispensa- 
tio sub Christ —moreover, is one single covenant form. Even though Van 
Mastricht recognises six different periods in this single covenant phase, 
real theological progress within this dispensation 1s excluded. One of 
the practical implications he notes 1s that we should rather fear inno- 
vations in doctrine, cult, sacraments, and church polity, precisely given 
that “this period ... has an immutable dispensation of the covenant of 
grace, which will last until the consummation of the ages.”*! This is 
not to say, however, that in Van Mastricht's description of six phases in 
the Christian era any hint at progress is absent. There is, first of all, 
progress in the execution of God's plan, laid down in Chapter 6 of the 
book of Revelation. Van Mastricht admits that the book of Revelation 
is interpreted in different ways. He does not pretend to decide contro- 
versial matters, but thinks there 1s no disagreement about a sequence of 
seven periods.?? He interprets the six seals as corresponding to histori- 
cal periods: the first period lasted about 100 years, when no Apostle was 
alive anymore;?? the second period starts in 101 and ends before Con- 
stantine;*“ the third period starts in about 306 and lasts until Phokas— 
another emperor—or the year 602;*® the fourth period ends about 456 
years later;*!° the fifth period starts in the time of Henry IV and pope 
Gregory VII and comprises about 414 years; the sixth period is the 


3539 ThPTh, 990b (VIII, c. 1, $39). 

340 ThPTh, 1197a (VIII, c. 3, $46): *... non substantia foederis seu promissionis; sed 
circumstantiis tantum diversae dispensationis differre"; see also 1043b (VIIL c. 3, $8). 

34 ThPTh, 1190a (VII, c. 3, $51: ^... haec periodus, cum habeat immutabilem 
foederis gratiae dispensationem, quae duratura sit usque ad consummationem secu- 
lorum ...” 

342 ThPTh, 1044 (VII, c. 3, $10). 

343 ThPTh, 1045b-1046a (VII, c. 3, $13). 

54 ThPTh, 1055b (VII, c. 3, $18). 

345 ThPTh, 1069 (VII, c. 3, $22). 

316 TAPTh, 1094a (VIII, c. 3, $28). 

#7 ThPTh, 1114-1115 (VII, c. 3, $35-36). 


224 CHAPTER THREE 


Reformation era.*# This scheme suggests that we have progressed his- 
torically into the last phase of history and approach the final era of 
God's plan: eternity. 

In yet another sense a notion of progress is bound up with Van 
Mastricht’s history of the New Testament era. The description of each 
period of this era comprises several components, such as a survey of 
the successive emperors, a survey of popes, a sketch of the theology of 
the era and a section on the church. The latter sections on the church 
convey what can be termed an interest in progress insofar as Van Mas- 
tricht pays attention to the geographical expansion (propagatio) and to 
what he sometimes calls the edification (aedificatio) of the Church (he 
also includes a discussion of persecutions).?? This progress concerns the 
cause of the Christian gospel. Van Mastricht's evaluation of what things 
can be considered to advance this cause confirms that his historiogra- 
phy has a theological orientation and works with a Christian notion of 
progress. 

Progress in history, in its development from the Old Testament into 
the New, 1s identified by Driessen also. He assumes a difference in 
the degrees of forgiveness of sin, expressed in the terms paresis and 
aphesis. Here he alludes to the Cocceian differentiation. But he accepts 
only a difference between paresis and aphesis that is “not essential,” but 
indicates less or more perfect degrees respectively of forgiveness before 
or after the sacrifice made by the death of Jesus Christ. By marking 
the non-essential character of the difference between the Cocceian 
forgivenesses, Driessen does not really differ from a central tenet in 
Voetius's view of biblical history. 

When Christ ascended to heaven, the Church entered into a his- 
tory that comprises, according to Cocceian theology, seven different 
periods.?! In 1733, looking back upon his earlier interpretation of the 
book of Revelation, Driessen stated that already at that time he had 
basically broken with the Cocceian periods. About the length of these 


95 ThPTh, 1144 (VII, c. 3, 838). 

349 ThPTh, 1062-1069 (VIII, c. 3, $21), 1079-1093 (VIII, c. 3, $26), 1106-1114 (VIII, 
c. 3, $32), 1128-1144 (VIII, c. 3, $37), 1153-1186 (VIII, c. 3, $44). Cf the first period: 
ThPTh, 1050-1053 (VIII, c. 3, $16). 

350 Driessen in an appendix ‘On the doctrine of seven periods ...,' added to his tract 
on ‘De wederkomst van Jesus ...’ that is published in his De geestelyke bruidegom en bruid, 
347-348, cf. 337-338. 

351 Van Asselt, Johannes Coccejus. Portret, 229-246; cf. also 31, 32, 46, 78-79, 181, 263, 
268. 
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periods, he also concluded, Cocceians were not unanimous.’? In fact, 
he argued at that time, though he still much respected Cocceius, the 
latter *has brought over the prophetic Word a cloud, in particular by 
his periodical doctrine and method, especially by his seventh period, which 
would bring to the Church a most excellent state of happiness, even 
before Jesus’s Second Coming from heaven.” Driessen had substi- 
tuted Cocceian periods by another sequence of periods of equal length, 
but meanwhile—in 1733—he is no longer satisfied by his own periods 
either. He realised that such a stipulation of fixed periods is incompati- 
ble with “the new economy" of Jesus Christ, who will return unexpect- 
edly.? 

Driessen’s description of what “historico-dogmatic theology" is, re- 
veals an interest in what Christian believers held “in every age (omni 
tempore)" and especially from the early Church until the end of the fifth 
century.?? This is not only to say that the history of Christian doctrine 
(“the most noble part of ecclesiastical history")? focuses on all subse- 
quent history, but also that Driessen has an interest in “knowing that 
the Church has believed the same” from the Apostolic Age onward.?? 
The main interest of historical theology, as Driessen here describes, 
is doctrinal continuity, in the sense of continuity of true doctrine. But 
Driessen also believes that heresy is a pretty traditional phenomenon 


352 Driessen, De geestelyke bruidegom en bruid, preface to the reader [xxvi]: “Allereerst 
begaven mij zyne Perioden, in welke te schikken, het ook zyne Navolgeren niet eens 
waren”; cf. the appended tract on ‘De wederkomst van Jesus ...,’ 363. 

353 De geestelyke bruidegom en bruid, preface to the reader, [xxv]: *... dat deze zelve 
coccejus over het Prophetische Woord ene Wolke hebbe gebragt, bezonder door zyne 
Periodische Leer en Methode, voornamelyk door zyne Zevende Periode, die, nog voor Jesus 
Wederkomst uit den Hemel, de Kerk een uitnemenste gelukstaat zoude aanbrengen”; 
I. Boot, Allegorische uitlegging, 242—243. 

354 De geestelyke bruidegom en bruid, [xxvi]- [xxx]. 

3555 Typus concinnandi theologiam historico-dogmaticam et subsidia. Praemittitur ejus natura praes- 
tantia utilitas necessitas ..., Groningen 1745, 1: "Theologia Historico-Dogmatica est Sys- 
tema Dogmatum per omnia Theologiae Capita, repraesentans ex certis monumentis et Scriptoribus 
Ecclesiasticis, quod ad verum sensum adductis illustratis vindicatisque, quid Ecclesia (primaevae prae- 
sertim et ea priorum V seculorum) omni tempore crediderit; quomodo et per quos Doctrina. salutaris 
illustrata, impugnata, defensa vindicataque sit. Sicque quis omni tempore verus fuerit controversiae 
status, quae vera mens verae Ecclesiae; et a vera Ecclesia aberrantium.” 

3556 Typus concinnandi, 1: “Estque Historia Dogmatica Historiae Ecclesiasticae pars 
nobilissima." 

357 Typus concinnandi, 2: “Et quamvis verorum. Dogmatum demonstratio infallibilis 
ex solis petenda est Scripturis, mirifice tamen facit ad majorem in Veritate confir- 
mationem, Scire idem credidisse Ecclesiam, praesertim priorum Temporum ab ipsis 
Apostolis ceorumve Auditoribus plantatam rigatamque.” 
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and not really innovative. He assumes that “of all heresies" “the seeds 
have already been spread in that Apostolic time.” ®® 

A certain progress of human understanding, however, Driessen is 
prepared to admit. At least this applies to a personal level. Driessen 
increasingly distanced himself from Cartesian philosophy. His under- 
standing of biblical prophecy also developed and he came to propose 
revisions of previously defended positions.’ And even after revision of 
his interpretation of prophetic texts Driessen does not exclude a need 
for further correction, for “as long as the economy of this earth will 
stand, a continuous progress in this study will take place.” Yet it is 
significant to note that Driessen 1s pleased to offer the core of his 1733 
interpretation as “no novelty" but “antiquity ... derived from the first 
Christian Church ... and brought into the form of a system ...”°°! Here 
progress of understanding on the personal level means coming closer to 
the catholicity of early Church doctrine. 


6.3. The Future of the Church 


A final question to be touched on in this chapter concerns the future 
of the Christian Church. Writing on The Puritan Hope, lain H. Murray 
wrote that he did 


not doubt that 1f more attention can be given to the thought of the 
Reformed Churches of the Netherlands, and to the Latin literature. of 
such divines as Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676) of Utrecht, the belief which 
I have termed “the Puritan hope" would be found to be more interna- 
tional than my phrase suggests.?9? 


High expectations for the earthly future of the Christian Church were 
indeed fostered by Cocceius and his followers, as has been described 


358 Typus concinnandi, 5—7, here 5: “Suppono ut consessam veritatem, omnium haere- 


sium, se labente tempore diffusurarum, semina ipso tempore Apostolico jam sparsa 
fuisse. Jam tunc operabatur mysterium illud impietatis 2 Thess. 2:7. fam tunc venerat Anti- Christus, 
et multi erant Anti- Christian. Joh. 2:18”; see also 7: “... nil hic novi esse sub sole ...” 

359 E.g. De geestelyke bruidegom en bruid, preface to the reader, [xvii] and following 
pages. See here [xxii]: “Gelyk de natuur geen sprongen maakt, zo komt men in 
de hervorming der Aypothesen en der wetenschappen, niet strax van het onderste tot 
den top; men komt allengskens daar, alwaar men eindelyk vasten voet zet.” Cf. Boot, 
Allegorische uitlegging, 242-243. 

360 De geestelyke bruidegom en bruid, preface to the reader, [xxxi]. 

361 De geestelyke bruidegom en bruid, [xxxi]- [xxxii]. 

362 LH. Murray, The Puritan Hope. A Study in Revival and the Interpretation of Prophecy, 
Edinburgh/Carlisle PA (1971) 1998, xxiv. 
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by WJ. van Asselt, who also notes that Voetians did not share these 
expectations.” What did Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen expect 
with regard to the future of the Christian Church? 

Millenarianism offers one of the most characteristic expectations 
of a bright earthly future of the Church. One central aspect of the 
Chiliastic explanation of Chapter 20 in the book of Revelation is the 
assumption of a kingdom of Christ on earth, prior to the end of 
the world. In a 1637 disputation on the issue Voetius rejected this 
interpretation. The “first resurrection” of Revelation 20:5-6 in his view 
can have two meanings, both of which refer to a spiritual reality. Its 
broad meaning can be the “saving conversion" of human beings, “from 
errors and sins" (as distinct from the resurrection of the body), and 
more in particular it can indicate "that great conversion and awakening 
of the gentiles by the preaching of the gospel" (as distinct from a 
later resurrection, such as the Reformation and the day when the Jews 
come to faith in Jesus Christ).* The “thousand years” (Rev 20:2—7) is 
regarded by Voetius as a historical period. From various interpretations 
he prefers the view that the thousand years started at the time when 
Jerusalem was destroyed by the Roman army, in about the year 73, and 
ended in 1073, when Gregory VII became the Roman pope. Voetius 
mentions a number of theologians who defended this interpretation. 
The explanation that in his view is second best states that the thousand 
years started in 316, a year that marks the reign of Constantine the 
Great, and ended in 1316, when John XXII was pope. Even though 
it does not seem that Voetius frequently used the period 73-1073 as a 
fixed era, yet the year 1076—under Gregory VII—was mentioned by 


363 Van Asselt, Johannes Coccejus. Portet, 128—129, 140, 236—241, 265, 271. 

364 Voetius, Ad Apocalyps. XX vers. IV, V, VI, de regno millenario' [H. Ridderus, 
18 February 1637], SDTh II, 1248-1266, here 1252. For Voetius’s position on millenar- 
ianism, cf. M. van Campen, ‘Het millennium gewogen. Het duizendjarig rijk in de 
visie van de Nadere Reformatie,’ DNR 24 (2000) 20-36, here 22-24; K. Dijk, Het ryk 
der duizend jaren. Beschouwingen in het verleden en het heden over het duizendjarig rijk, Kampen 
[1933], 84-86; H. Hoekstra, Bijdrage tot de kennis en de beoordeling van het Chiliasme, Kam- 
pen: J.H. Kok 1903, 46-48; C.J. Meeuse, De toekomstverwachting van de Nadere Reformatie in 
het licht van haar tijd. Een onderzoek naar de verhouding tussen het zeventiende-eeuwse chiliasme en 
de toekomstverwachting van de Nadere Reformatie, met name by Jacobus Koelman, Kampen 1990, 
esp. 40. 

365 ‘De regno millenario, SDTh IL, 1254-1255, here 1255: “Nobis maxime placent 
sententiae illae, quae mille annos inchoant ab an. Christ 73 aut ab a. 316 tempore scil. 
Constantini. Quarum priorem tamen praeferendam puto." Voetius’s position was men- 
tioned (but not adopted) by his pupil Jacobus Koelman; see Meeuse, Toekomstverwachting, 
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him as marking the strongest manifestation of antichrist,’% so that the 
thousand years to a certain extent fit into a framework. At the same 
time, the fact that Voetius just prefers this particular interpretation of the 
thousand years, but does not rule out another, can explain why he did 
not build much upon this preferred interpretation. 

Voetius does not expect a future glorious Christian millennium on 
earth. A few additional points are worth being noted in this context. 
In the relevant disputation the Utrecht theologian also states that, 
as Mediator, Jesus Christ is King during one single (tantum unicum) 
uninterrupted period, which in the New Testament is called “the last 
time" (rJohn 2:18 AV) and the “ends of the world" (1Cor. 10:11 AV), 
which ends at the moment when He “gives the Kingdom to God and 
the Father" In addition, Voetius states that the Church in this world 
is involved in a struggle, as it is still Ecclesia militans and has not yet 
achieved final victory." ‘This qualifies any future growth of the Church. 

Yet Voetius did expect that at a certain point in the future the 
Jews would come to faith in Jesus Christ. Accordingly he rejected a 
metaphorical or spiritual exegesis of the Pauline prophecy in Aomans 
11:25-27.° He argued, on the basis of exegetical (ex analogia contextus), 
biblical-theological (ex analogia Scripturae seu fidet) and rational (ex ratione) 
considerations, that Paul speaks about a future “general conversion of 
the Jews.” The exact time when this conversion will happen cannot 
be determined in advance, but Voetius thinks it is “certain” that a 
“Reformation of Christianity” is prior to it.” The Utrecht theologian 


366 
945: 

367 ‘De regno millenario, SDTh II, 1261-1262. On “the last time,” cf. also ‘De signis, 
secunda,’ SDT II, 945. 

368 ‘De generali conversione Judaeorum. Ad Rom XI, vers. 25, 26, 27’ [J. Ronsenus, 
26 November and 31 December 1636], SDTh IL, 124—155 (including an appendix *... de 
hodiernis sectis, de decem tribubus, et de Samaritis,’ 143-155). See also Voetius, Sermoen, 
43; ‘De signis, secunda, quae est de signis temporum et praesagiis mortis,’ SDTh IL, 954. 
On the issue, cf. M. van Campen, “Voetius en Coccejus over de Joden,’ DNR 16 (1992) 
2—16, here 4-8; and, also on related topics, Van Andel, Zendingsleer, esp. 135-136, 153, 
159-161, 170-171. 

369 ‘De generali conversione Judaeorum,’ SDTh II, 126-132. 

370 ‘De generali conversione Judaeorum,’ SDTh IL, 137: “Porro de circumstantiis loco- 
rum, et definiti temporis nil certi determinari potest”; 136: “Hoc quidem certum est, 
praecessuram Christianismi reformationem, ut Judaei videant, non esse idololatriam 
Papatus (quo maxime offenduntur) aut solum aut genuinum Christianismum. Sed an 
propagatio reformationis jam facta et cum ea ignorantiae, et scandalorum imminutio, 
suffecerit ad convictionem, an vero amplior et nova sit expectanda, incertum est." Cf. 
Van Andel, Zendingsleer, 160. 


‘De signis, secunda, quae est de signis temporum et praesagiis mortis,’ SDTh II, 
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generally was very cautious with regard to the interpretation of biblical 
prophecy, arguing that “the meaning of a prophecy that is not yet 
fulfilled, is obscure”! He also suggests that Christ's second coming 
is not imminent before the Jews believe in Him.?? 

Van Mastricht affirmed the view that, since Jesus Christ ascended 
into heaven, the whole period of His Kingdom includes no substan- 
tial changes such as are implied in the millenarist theory. One of the 
biblical passages that he refers to is Matthew 24:14: “And this gospel of 
the kingdom shall be preached in all the world for a witness unto all 
nations; and then shall the end come" (AV).°” He rejected the notion 
of a thousand-year Kingdom of Christ on earth while world history still 
goes on.?* His own suggestion for interpreting the admittedly difficult 
texts in Revelation 20 is that the thousand years could have started at the 
time when Christ came into the flesh or suffered, when the Romans 
destroyed Jerusalem or when Constantine started to reign. The resur- 
rection (Rev. 20:5) can be interpreted as a return “from sins by faith 
and repentance." Moreover, both the bondage and release of Satan 
(Rev. 20:2, 7) can be understood to concern a situation in which the 
devil is, or is not, able to “seduce whole nations (seducere integras gentes).” 
Van Mastricht suggests this period can best be understood as starting 
with Constantine and ending in the day of pope Bonifatius VIII, that 1s, 
around 1300 (Voetius considered this the second best interpretation).?? 
Yet it is illustrative of the limited significance of this explanation for Van 
Mastricht that the period does not really coincide with one or more of 


371 “De generali conversione Judaeorum, SDTh IL, 140-141: “Tutissimum est in Apoc- 
alypseos applicatione ad singulares quasque actiones, personas, earumque circumstan- 
tias, semper memorem esse vulgati illius dicti: omnes prophetiae nondum impletae interpretatio 
obscura est^; and compare ‘De signis, quartae, quae est, de prophetia, pars prima,’ SDTh 
IL 1044: one of the “Adjuncta absoluta positiva" (1043) of prophecy is “Quod omnis 
prophetia difficilior intellectu sit, cum nondum impleta est. Quod communiter incul- 
cant commentaria et prolegomena in Apocal.”; De regno millenario, SDT IL, 1248-1249; 
Van Campen, ‘Voetius en Coccejus over de Joden,’ 8. 

372 De signis, secunda, quae est de signis temporum et praesagiis mortis,’ SDTh II, 
956: "Negative rectius et tutius pronuntiatur, non tam brevi instare, nec tam prope 
esse [sc. finem mundi] ac quidem Cusanus aliique conjectarunt: quamdiu scil. nondum 
vidimus impletam generalem conversionem Judaeorum"; cf. 954. 

373 Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 582-583 (V, c. 8, $19), where he also notes that Scripture 
*... non nisi militantem [Ecclesiam] in terris agnoscat Job vii. 1. 2 Tim iv. 7. 8" (583a). On 
Van Mastricht and the millennium: H. Hoekstra, Bydrage, 42, 44; Dijk, Ryk der duizend 
Jaren, 83; Meeuse, Toekomstverwachting, esp. 39-40. 

374 Cf. ThPTh, 582-583 (V, c. 8, $19) and 1187-1189 (VIII, c. 3, $49). 

375 ThPTh, 589b (V, c. 8, $19). 
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his six periods of New Testament history: it 1s true that Constantine is 
at the beginning of what Van Mastricht describes as the third period,*” 
but Bonifatius VIII 1s the 37th pope (of a total of 62) of the fifth period 
and not the conclusion of a marked era of thousand years.” A future 
“universal conversion of the Jews" does not seem to have been expected 
by Van Mastricht.?? He hopes for a time in which things are better, but 
leaves the matter to God.” 

Throughout his career Anthonius Driessen defended chiliasm. At 
least from 1733 he changed a number of his previous exegetical posi- 
tions in this area, but he continued to adhere to the millennium. His 
views did not remain unnoticed nor free from outspoken criticism. In 
1740 his Groningen colleague, theologian Cornelius van Velzen reck- 
oned these views to Driessen's “peculiar feelings (byzondere gevoelens)” 
that deserve no broad acceptance.°® He quoted critical remarks of the 
Groningen philosopher Nicolaus Engelhard, made a few years earlier 


^. 66 


on Driessen's “very crass chiliasm.”**! Yet in 1742 Driessen still defended 
a first bodily resurrection, a subsequent millennium and a second final 
resurrection.?? 

It can be questioned whether his chiliasm was indeed notoriously 
“crass.” Driessen distanced himself from “carnal opinions,” and ar- 
gued that in the millennium “Christ will be present not on earth, but in 


376 ThPTh, 1069 (VII, c. 3, 822). 

977 TRPTR, 1118, 1120 (VIII, c. 3, $36). 

378 Cf. ThPTh, 1187-1188 (VII, c. 3, $49); 1186b (VII, c. 3, $45). 

579 TAPTh, 1189b (VIII, c. 3, $49), cf. 1187a (VIII, c. 3, $45). Van Mastricht's Utrecht 
colleague, Melchior Leydekker, rejected the expectation of a future millennium, but 
he wished to leave open the possibility that the Christian Church may see a brighter 
future. This 1s not excluded by biblical texts in which the darkness of the final times is 
mentioned, because these texts could refer to a period after this brighter future period; 
De verborgentheid des geloofs, 459. 

380 C, van Velzen, Antwoord ... op de quaadaardige en lasterlyke aanmerkingen, 86—93, see 
also 4, 28, 47. 

381 Van Velzen, Antwoord, 93, quoting from N. Engelhard, Apologiae contra Cl. Ant. 
Driessenit criminationes continuatio prima, Groningen 1734, 13: “Verum enimvero provoco 
ad omnes omnium Academiarum Reformatarum Facultates Theologicas, ad omnes 
Classes et Synodos, an crassissimus Driessenti Chihasmus in Publico Doctore tolerari 
possit?" and referring to the same, Apologia contra Clar. A. Driessenü Sapientiam hujus mundi, 
quam Deus stultitiam fecit, Groningen 1734, p. 11 of the Alloquium’: “... Ut enim nihil 
dicam de Crassissimo Tuo Chiliasmo, quem Naturam et Majestatem Regni Christi evertere 
omnes clamant Nostri Doctores ...” 

382 Driessen, Epistolae apostolicae et Apocalypsis S. analytice dilucidatae, Groningen 1742, 
1056-1066 (commentary on Revelation 20), and see also the ‘Systema rerum, Christi de 
coelis reditum anteeuntium, comitantium et insequentium,’ 1067 and following pages. 

383 Epistolae apostolicae, 1065. 
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the new Jerusalem, not in an earthly but a heavenly place.”%* Driessen’s 
understanding of prophecy brings him to reject the expectation of a 
glorious state of the Church prior to the Second Coming of Christ: it 1s 
not taught by Scripture.*? The millennium will take place on an earth 
that is new, not on “this world" which “is subjected to vanity" This is a 
difference between Driessen and exegetes who expect “on this earth” 
a future in which, “in some seventh period," the Church flourishes 
spiritually and materially.” Driessen argues that the Jews will come to 
faith in Jesus Christ “at the advent of Christ Jesus, not before it.” The 
Groningen theologian, in short, in 1642 differed from Voetius and Van 
Mastricht by his chiliastic views, but like them he did not claim that in 
this world a glorious future of the Church should be expected. 


384 Epistolae apostolicae, 1066, see also 1116, 1146: “Et hinc mihi liquidum est, Christum 
Ipsum in terra nova corporaliter non fore praesentem, sicque Novam Hierosolymam 
ab hac nova terra distinctissimum esse." 

385 Cf. Epistolae apostolicae, 1127: “... neque etiam Ecclesia septima aliqua periodo in 
hac terra triumphaturam ante Jesu reditum. Ex superioribus patuit septimam illam 
in hoc mundo Periodum ante Jesu adventum, in qua Ecclesia triumphet de hostibus 
omnibus in hac terra, verbo prophetico adversa fronte pugnare; ante Jesu adventum 
Regna omnia mundi non erunt Dei, et Christi.” Cf. 1161-1162. 

386 Fhistolae apostolicae, 1148. 

387 Epistolae apostolicae, 1112. On conversion of the Jews, see also 1164.—In this chapter 
material has been carried over, mutatis mutandis, from my article “Driessens theologische 
kritiek.” 


CHAPTER FOUR 


THE HUMAN BEING: HIS SOUL AND BODY, 
SPECIAL STATUS, AND CONSCIENCE 


I. Introduction 


Anthropological issues are related to the doctrine of creation. Voetius 
included an extensive discussion on man in his long series of theolog- 
ical disputations on creation. As the human being has also been the 
subject of philosophical reflections, the question can be raised as to how 
Reformed theologians responded to philosophical definitions concern- 
ing soul and body. What was their position concerning the dualistic 
Cartesian distinction between res cogitans and res extensa? The relation- 
ship between body and soul is the subject of the next section (82). A 
second question relates to the special status of man. What do these 
Reformed theologians say about the human being as created in the 
image of God and what about the question of whether other creatures 
were made for the benefit of humans (83-4)? Conscience is, of course, 
an important concept in Christian ethics. But it 1s biblically legitimate 
to regard it as relevant in non-Christian thought as well: in his letter 
to the Romans (2:14-15) the apostle Paul speaks about the law of God 
as being written on everyone's heart and as articulated in a widespread 
awareness of what is sinful or not. This suggests that conscience is part 
of the human being as such and that it relates every human being to 
God. How did Voetius and Van Mastricht feel about conscience, and 
why—for example—did Driessen in 1728 choose to publish his major 
work on natural theology under the title of “Light and Doctrine of Con- 
science (Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae)? In addition, preparing a theme of 
the next chapter, the question can be raised what the selected authors’ 
views were about liberty of conscience ($5-6).' 


! The issue of the powers of the human soul and their interaction is left aside 
here as a theme. For Voetius, cf. W. van "t Spijker, “Guilelmus Amesius (1576—1633), 
in: T. Brienen/K. Exalto/J. van Genderen/C. Graafland/W. van't Spijker, De Nadere 
Reformatie en het Gereformeerd Piëtisme, 's-Gravenhage: Boekencentrum 1989, 53-86, here 
69-70 and reference; J. Van Vliet, ‘Leven voor God in geloof en plichten: De invloed 
van William Ames op de ontwikkeling van de traditie van de Nadere Reformatie,’ DNR 
29 (2005) 124—154. On Van Mastricht, see N.S. Fiering, “Will and Intellect,’ 553-555. 
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2. The Relationship between Soul and 
Body, and the Immortality of the Soul 


2.1. Voetius’s Hylemorphist View of the Relationship between Soul and Body 


It has been claimed that Cartesian philosophy made the issue of how 
soul and body are connected a “central problem," because here “the 
two concepts no longer only exclude one another, but in addition have 
to comprise the whole of finite reality? Cartesian philosophy claims 
that substances are characterised by one single most important attribute 
(una ... praecipua proprietas), namely either extension (extensio) or thought 
(cogitatio). If the distinction between extended and thinking substances 
is applied to the soul-body relationship the consequence is a very sharp 
distinction between the thinking soul and the extended body, and the 
question becomes urgent as to how they can be united.* 

Gisbertus Voetius's view of soul and body was formed before Des- 
cartes developed his dualistic conception, and when the Utrecht the- 
ologian became aware of the Cartesian view he rejected it. In fact 
he remained rather close to the conception that Thomas Aquinas 
formulated in his Summa theologica. In short, Voetius held that in the 
human being soul and body are united in a substantial way—not 
accidentally—that 1s to say, soul and body are two essential parts of the 
human being that is composed of them as form (the soul) and matter 
(the body). T'his summary of his position needs some clarification. 

First of all, Voetius emphasised the substantial unity of soul and 
body. This point had special relevance in 1641-1642, when Henricus 
Regius provoked a discussion at the University of Utrecht by defining 
the human being as an ens per accidens Voetius knew that a similar 
view had also been proposed by David Gorlaeus—whose suggestion 
Regius claimed to have adopted*—and by Nicolaus Taurellus. Accord- 


2 T. Borsche, ‘Leib-Seele-Verhältnis. I. Problemstellung, HWPh V, 185-187, here 
186. 

3 Descartes, Principia philosophiae, I, 8853-54, AT VIII-1, 25-26. 

* On Cartesianism see, e.g., M. Rozemond, Descartes’s Dualism, Cambridge/ London 
1998. Cf. Descartes: *... certum est me a corpore meo revera esse distinctum, et absque 
illo posse existere"; AT VII, 78,19-20. 

5 Cf. Verbeek, Querelle, 40-44. See also Th. Verbeek “Ens per accidens": Le origini 
della querelle di Utrecht,’ Giornale critico della filosofia. Italiana, sixth series, 71 (1992) 276— 
288. 

9 Cf. Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 17, 9; see Narratio historica, French trans. in 
Verbeek, Querelle, 94. 
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ing to this view, *[t|wo complete beings or substances make up one 
accidental" thing (according to Voetius, “this is not universally true"), 
and *body and soul of the human being are two complete substances" 
indeed (Voetius denies this altogether). This theory amounts to loosen- 
ing the unity of the human being, and this loss of unity also has the- 
ological implications.? In Voetius's day Reformed theologians attacked 
Socinians for “denying the resurrection of this flesh” that the human 
being has during his life on earth.? Voetius concludes that the view 
of Gorlaeus and others is not really helpful for defeating the Socinian 
view of the individual human's body and its resurrection. The notion 
of the human being as an “accidental being" is also criticised for other 
reasons, such as its unacceptable consequences. It is worth noting that 
Voetius starts by mentioning theological and biblical arguments. Bibh- 
cal texts teach the substantial and essential unity of a human being that 
is in “soul and body created.”!! Orthodox Christology provides addi- 
tional arguments. Because Jesus Christ has two natures, a Divine and 
a human nature, and still is one Person (unum per se et non per accidens), 
accidental unity cannot be characteristic of the human being as such. 
The contrary would imply that life and death would make no differ- 
ence as far as “the substantial union of soul and body” is concerned. 
A moral objection follows. Biblical texts indicate that the human moral 


7 See Voetius, ‘Corollaria ventilanda 18 et rursum 24 Decembris, horis et loco soli- 
tis,’ SDTh I, 869, corollary 1 (cf. in French trans. from the Narratio historica: Verbeek, 
Querelle, 100); ‘De rerum naturis et formis substantialibus,’ SDTh I, 878-880 (in trans. 
from the Narratio historica: Verbeek, Querelle, 112-114). See also Th. Verbeek, “Voetius 
en Descartes,’ in: J. van Oort et al. (eds.), De onbekende Voetius, 200-219, here 207-210. 
On Gorlaeus's view, see also Chr. Lüthy, ‘David Gorlaeus’ Atomism, or: The Marriage 
of Protestant Metaphysics With Italian Natural Philosophy; in: Chr. Lüthy/J.E. Mur- 
doch/W.R. Newman (eds.), Late Medieval and Early Modern Corpuscular Matter Theories, 
Leiden/Boston/Köln 2001, 24-290, here 248-249, 257, 270-271, 289; on Gorlaeus's 
dependence on Taurellus, see ibidem, 281—293. 

8 Cf. Th. Verbeek's remark “... dat de mens de zijnswijze heeft van een aggregaat 
(een hoop zand of een berg stenen), en dat zet het dogma van de verrijzenis van het 
lichaam onder druk ...," De wereld van Descartes, 65-67. 

> Cf. A. Rivet, "Disputatio LI. De Resurrectione Carnis et Judicio extremo,” $27, in: 
Synopsis purioris theologiae, ed. H. Bavinck, 639. 

10 Voetius, ‘De rerum naturis et formis substantialibus,’ SD7h I, 879: “Non tam com- 
mode refutari possent Sociniani; qui negant corpus esse partem essentialem hominis, 
aut cum anima constituere substantiam et suppositum humanum, [and who claim] 
consequenter idem numero corpus non esse resusitandum”; cf. ‘De creatione, pars 
nona’ [L. Spruit, 3 November 1638], SDT I, 757. 

11 “De rerum naturis, SDT I, 878: “Hominem esse speciem substantiae et animalis 
unam in unam essentiam seu naturam ex anima et corpore creatam, innui putamus 
Gen. 3 v. 7, 1 Cor. 15:45, coll. cum Gen 1:26, 27.” 
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subject consists of both soul and body, not of the soul alone, as would 
be the case 1f the soul is only accidentally connected to the body. Not- 
ing a number of other unacceptable consequences of the theory of an 
accidental human unity, Voetius gives special attention to metaphysical 
anomalies. These include the notion “[t]hat the human being is not a 
substance," but “an accidental and collective being,” comparable to “a 
city (cias)," so that “as a consequence the human being cannot be 
defined by an essential and perfect definition.” This is to say, such a 
definition will not include a reference to the body.? Voetius, in short, 
takes the human being to be one substance, consisting of soul and body. 
He declines the alternative view that soul and body combine acciden- 
tally when they make up one human being. Hence, a loose relationship 
between soul and body such as 1s implied in Plato's comparison of the 
body with a ship and the soul with its steersman is also rejected." 

The defence of a substantial unity of soul and body goes along in 
Voetius with maintaining its individuality and its being distinct from 
God. The human soul is not “a part of God." ^ Moreover, the human 
soul is strictly individual, which means that Voetius declines the Pla- 
tonic view of a “migration of souls either into animals or into humans" 
as well as the Averroistic view of “one universal intellect, that is indeed 
separated from individual humans.”'® Voetius instead emphasises the 
substantial unity (unio...non per accidens sed per se, non accidentalis sed sub- 
stantialis) of soul and body, that is: a unity of two components (duas illas 
partes hominis essentiales) that make up one substance." Disagreeing on 
his own part from Henricus Regius, Descartes too maintained the view 


12 De rerum naturis, SDTh I, 879-880. Cf. ‘Disputatio continens positiones aliquot 
miscellaneas’ [G. van Os, 24 May 1656], SDTÀ IV, 745-762, here 755, where Voetius 
answers the thesis "Hominem esse ens per accidens" by a rhetorical question: “An hac 
ratione optime et tutissime explicari ac contra infideles et atheos defendi possit unio 
hypostatica in Christo?" 

13 Cf. Descartes, Meditationes de prima philosophia, AT VIL, 78,912. 

14 ‘De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 763. 

15 ‘De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 762, cf. Appendix ad disputationes de cre- 
atione secunda’ [C. Bruynvisch, 16 September 1643], SDTh I, 847-848 (where the view 
is ascribed to “Platonists and Epictetus,” among various others). Cf. also ‘Appendix ad 
disputationes de creatione, prima’ [C. Bruynvisch, 11 July 1643], SDTh, I, 817-818. 

16 De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 762-763. See Verbeek, “Ens per accidens": Le 
origini della querelle di Utrecht,’ 284-288; cf. H. Denzinger/P. Hünermann (eds.), Kom- 
pendium der Glaubensbekenntnisse und kirchlichen Lehrentscheidungen, 37rd ed. Freiburg/ Basel/ 
Rome/ Vienna 1991, 391 (No. 902) and 483 (No. 1440). 

17 De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 762-763. On Voetius’s opponents here, see 
Verbeek, “Ens per accidens,” 284 and n. 39. 
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of the human being as unum per se. However, he could not join Voetius 
by claiming a substantial unity of soul and body, because he supposed a 
duality of substances in the human being. '® 

In sustaining that both body and soul are “essential parts” of the 
human being, Voetius relies in the first place on philosophical thinking, 
for “in the philosophical schools” it is commonly held that the body 
“is an essential part of the human being,” and the same applies to the 
soul. Philosophical thinking has led to the conclusion that “all mat- 
ter in general ..., and not only the form, constitutes the essence of a 
thing.” Biblical texts confirm that body and soul together make up one 
human being. Voetius is not prepared to attach moral qualifications 
to the distinction between soul and body: the body is not to be deni- 
grated in a Platonic way as a “prison of the soul.” Nor is it correct 
to think that as a consequence of sin, in the human being “constitu- 
tive essentials, such as body and soul ... have been changed intrinsi- 
cally": sin has only “accidental” consequences.” On the basis of bibli- 
cal texts Voetius argues that soul and body are the *two essential parts 
of the human being,” that “the soul informs the body,” so that it is the 
“true and substantial form of the human being"? Thus, with a biblical 
motivation, Voetius maintains an Aristotelian conception of the human 
being in hylemorphic terms. One of the characteristic features of this 
view is that body and soul in themselves have only “partial or incom- 
plete” subsistence, but together they form “one total individual.” In 
this way Voetius's hylemorphism underlines the psychosomatic unity of 
the human being. 


18 Descartes to H. Regius, [January 1642], AT III, 491-510, here 492-493 and 507- 
509 (in the new edition by J.J.F.M. Bos, The Correspondence Between Descartes and Henricus 
Regius, PhD thesis Utrecht 2002: to Regius, [late January 1642], 98-109, here 99, and 
to Regius [3 or 4 February 1642], 117-118). Cf. Verbeek, “Voetius en Descartes,’ 210; 
D. Garber/M. Wilson, ‘Mind-Body Problems,’ in: D. Garber/M. Ayers (eds.), The Cam- 
bridge History of Seventeenth- Century Philosophy, 1, Cambridge 1998, 838-867, here 833-838. 

1? De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 757—758. 

20 ‘De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 758. 

?! De creatione, pars decima’ [L. Spruit, 10 November 1639], SDT I, 776. 

2 ‘De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 762 (references to Eccl. 12:7, Matt. 6:25, 10:28, 
1 Kgs. 17:21-22). 

23 *Problematum de creatione, pars none’ [J.H. Sartor, 13 March 1661], SD V, 220: 
“Probl. Quomodo animae per habitudinem ad corpora individuantur? Disq. Resp. Sic ut sum suis 
quaeque corporibus in unam hanc essentiam seu substantiam humanam coeant atque 
uniantur, e.gr. haec anima Socratis adaptata est huic corpori; et illae duae substantiae 
primae partiales seu incompletae, hoc est duo partialia individua mutuo ordinata, 
unum individuum totale constituunt." 
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The notion of an incomplete substance is an interesting qualification of 
hylemorphism. Voetius's adherence to the immortality of the soul leads 
him to claim that the soul can to some extent continue to exist on its 
own, but form and matter need each other, so this continued existence 
of the soul alone cannot be a “complete subsistence.”* By speaking 
about “incomplete substance,’ Voetius is not inventing new terminology. 
In fact, he found it in, among others, ‘Thomas Aquinas. He quotes 
a passage in which Thomas makes a distinction between, on the one 
hand, a thing that subsists and is not characterised by “being inherent 
(inhaerentia)” in the manner “of an accident and of a material form” and, 
on the other hand, a thing that subsists and is complete, that 1s to say, 
not a part of something. Subsistence in this latter, complete, way is not 
characteristic of the soul, for the soul makes up a complete subsisting 
thing only when it is joined together with the body.” 

Defining substance as an ens per se subsistens," Voetius maintains both 
tenets: the soul is subsistent in itself, as it “has its own operation by 
itself without an instrument (habet propriam operationem per se sine organo), ?? 
but this subsistence is incompleta. The soul is “not an accident, not a 
mode” (the Cartesian definition of the soul as cogitatio implies a view 
of the soul as a mode, according to Voetius),? “not a temperament,” 


24 *Problematum de creatione, pars secunda’ [I. Tergun, 27 October 1660], SD V, 
163. On the question “An anima humana sit aliquid subsistens," see the discussion in 
*Problematum de creatione, pars octava’ [P. Wittewrongel, 20 February 1661], SD V, 
209-216. 

> Voetius writes: “Hanc distinctionem [probably: between incomplete and com- 
plete subsistance, see p. 209) primum hausi ex Praeceptoribus Philosophicis, deinde 
ex inspecto Thoma I p., qu. 75, artic. 2 in eadem veritate magis confirmatus sum; 
atque inde problema meum descripsi, collatis postea ejusdem genuinis sectatoribus, 
Ferrariensi, Cajetano, Savanorola, qui omnes nobis praeiverunt, antequam Jesuitae in 
rerum natura essent. Accesserunt ex nostris Goclenius, Alstedius etc.”; ‘Problematum 
de creatione, pars octava,’ SD V, 213; for references to Thomas and others, cf. also 210, 
214—216. 

2 Voetius quoting Thomas, S. Theol. I, q. 75, art. 2 ad 1, in ‘Problematum de 
creatione, SD V, 210. 

27 *Problematum de creatione, pars octava,’ SD V, 209. 

28 ‘Problemata aliquot de statu animae post mortem’ [Ph. Specht, 2 October 1658], 
SD V, 533-538, here 534, with references to commentators of Aquinas, S. Theol. I, q. 75, 
art. 2, 4). 

29 See Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, prima,’ SDTh I, 815-816; ‘Disputatio 
continens positiones aliquot miscellaneas, SDTh IV, 754; ‘De errore et haeresi, pars 
secunda’ [J. de Mol, 10 July 1655], SDTA IH, 712. These texts are mentioned in 
Goudriaan/De Niet, ‘Introductio, 49 footnote 129, commenting on a text of Voetius 
cited below, note 56. 
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but “something subsistent,” yet an incomplete self-subsisting being.” The 
point of this insistence on the incomplete character of the soul’s sub- 
sistence is not to cast any doubt on the possibility for the soul to exist 
without the body, but to make clear that the soul has an inner need 
to be united with a body. The soul—after death—is incomplete as 
a substance, “[b]ecause it is from itself and by its nature intrinsically 
and essentially ordained for the constitution of a complete substance."?! 
What the soul loses at death is “something substantial, namely the sub- 
stantial union with its body, but nothing of its intrinsic substance.” In 
accordance with this position, Voetius holds that the soul is not entirely 
dependent on the body— “as on an efficient cause”— but he admits that 
the soul is to some extent dependent on it, “as on an object, and on an 
occasion, and as on a disposing cause and an instrument that it uses 
in the execution of its actions."? This position combines the notion of 
reciprocal dependence of soul and body with the notion that the soul is 
a self-subsisting entity that still can exist on its own, even apart from the 
body. It does not seem contradictory to combine these two viewpoints: 
both the concept of form and that of incomplete substance highlight the 
soul’s essential orientation toward its body, but at the same time the 
incomplete substantiahty of the soul explains why at death the soul can 
still continue to exist without its body. 

In passing it may be interesting to note at what moment, according 
to Voetius, the human being starts to exist as a complete substance. 
In Voetius's view it is valid to say that some unborn foetuses have “a 
human life” and others have not. He refers to Exodus 21:22-23 as a pas- 
sage suggesting that not all abortions of foetuses are the same. He shows 
a certain flexibility as to the estimated time when a foetus 1s animated, 


30 ‘Problematum de creatione, pars octava, SD V, 209-210. “Jam vero anima hu- 
mana secundum omnes Philosophos et Theologos Christianos, definitur substantia 
Spiritualis immortalis, quamvis incompleta; non accidens, non modus, non tempera- 
mentum etc. ergo est quid subsistens." 

5! ‘De statu animae post mortem, SD V, 536: “Quia ex se et sua natura intrinsece 
atque essentialiter ordinata est ad substantiae completae constitutionem." 

32 ‘De statu animae post mortem,’ SD, V, 537: “Amittit aliquid substantiale, unionem 
scil. substantialem cum suo corpore: nihil tamen de substantia sua intrinseca." 

3 ‘Problematum de creatione, pars octava,’ SD V, 209: “An et quomodo anima depen- 
deat a corpore. E. Resp. Non in se, secundum essentiam atque existentiam suam; nec 
etiam in omnibus operationibus suis absolute, tanquam a causa efficiente sive priori et 
subordinante sive principali: sed in plerisque et ordinariis actionibus suis tanquam ab 
objecto, et ab occasione, et tanquam a causa disponente atque instrumento, quo utitur 
in actionum suarum executione." 
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but maintains that the soul can only *be brought into an organised 
body” This point is further explained by another biblical reference 
and by rational argument. The Scriptural reference is Zecharah 12:1, 
a text that speaks of “... the LORD, which ... formeth the spirit of man 
within him” (AV). The last two words need emphasis: within the human 
being. This is to say, Voetius argues, there is no importation of the spirit 
into “the seed (semen),” for that would not be forming “within man” but 
in what is “only potentially" a human being.” The rational argument 
claims that it is more essential (“prior,” Voetius says) for “the soul to be 
united with a body" than to be on its own (for the latter 1s contra natu- 
ram). The soul “cannot be united [with the body], unless the matter is 
predisposed," which means that there first has to be a body before the 
soul can be joined to it.” Voetius obviously thought that initially there 


$ De creatione, pars octava’ [L. Spruit, 27 October 1638], SDTA I, 747—748, see also 
749: “Distinctionem aliquam facere et suggerere videtur lex Mosaica Exod. 21 v. 22, 23,” 
but even more clearly in Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, prima,’ SDTh I, 828: 
“Ubi [i.e. in Ex 21:22] aperta distinctio est inter praegnantes in quibus foetus animatus 
est, et in quibus non." *Ouicquid sit, de praeciso tempore infusionis, statuendum est 
animam induci in corpus organizatum et recipiendae animae accommodatum." On 
the issue, cf. J. Schenderling, ‘De gereformeerde orthodoxie en de morele status van 
het embryo,’ N17 57 (2003) 32-48, here esp. 43-45 (Voetius), 39-40 (L. Danaeus), 
41-43 (J.H. Alsted). On the creation of the human soul, see Voetius, Appendix ad 
disputationes de creatione, prima,’ SDTh I, 816-890, and later Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 
370a-b (III, c. 9, $11) and 375a-376a (III, c. 9, $20). 

35 ‘Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, prima,’ SDTh I, 828: “Zach. 12 v. 1, ubi 
dicitur Deus fingere spiritum in medio hominis. Non potest autem id dici, si semini in 
fundat; quia semen nihil hominis est, nisi potentia duntaxat." 

36 Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, prima,’ SDTh I, 828: “Quia contra 
naturam, et per accidens contingit animae non esse unitam corpori, prius autem 
antea diximus esse illud quod per se est, quam quod est per accidens, ergo prius 
convenit animae unitam esse corpori, quam esse non unitam. Sed unita esse non 
potest, nisi materia sit praedisposita: ergo in universum praerequiritur, ut corpus sit 
dispositum, quam existere possit anima." For a few other scholastic passages expressing 
a similar view, see R. Specht, Commercium mentis et corporis. Über Kausalvorstellungen im 
Cartesianismus, Stuttgart/Bad Canstatt 1966, 39. The question can be asked whether 
Voetius’s position requires him to suppose some separate subsistence of matter before 
the form is attached to it—which would contradict his general stance on this issue 
(Problematum de creatione, pars secunda,’ SD V, 163). Voetius denied the Thomist 
notion of successive souls (De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 766: *... ut sensitiva 
adveniente aboleatur vegetativa, et rationali adveniente aboleatur sensitiva? Resp. Sic 
quidem cum Thoma I, qu. 118, art. 2 et contra Gentes 2, c. 99 communiter Scholastici ...”), 
so this model could not provide the answer to the question of how the matter of the 
not yet animated potential human being can exist. Perhaps a solution can be found 
in Voetius’s admission of “partial” forms (‘Problematum de creatione, pars octava, SD 
V, 209). He could also have claimed that an un-animated foetus participates in the 
substantial form of the mother.—Another question could be how Voetius's requirement 


'THE HUMAN BEING 241 


is no soul for an embryo that has yet to be formed.” He cites various 
opinions on the time when an embryo is animated. One view is that 
a foetus should be regarded as animated after the fortieth day if it is a 
boy, and after the eightieth day, if it is a girl. Another suggestion is that 
girls should be considered animated from the fortieth day on and boys 
from the thirtieth or perhaps the thirty-fifth day. Voetius thinks it is pru- 
dent not to move beyond the latter estimate, and leaves further debate 
to physicians.” The former estimate seems to have been motivated by 
references to both Aristotle and the Bible (Lev. 12).?? 

Voetius's discussion of the animation of the human embryo—which, 
for him, is no miracle in the strict sense*®— makes use of biblical texts 
(especially Ex. 21:22-23 and Zech. 12:1), and it seems inconceivable 
that Voetius would have defended this position had he thought it was 
against Scripture. Yet another important motivation for his position 
was the hylemorphistic argument that a certain disposition of matter 
1s required before the soul can be united to it. A similar co-operation of 
biblical and philosophical reasoning can be observed in Voetius's argu- 
ment that every human person has one individual soul only, and that 
"the vegetative, the sensitive, the rational [soul] in one human being” 
are not “three really distinct souls.” Voetius supports this stance by 


of a prior formation of the body relates to his other tenet that *Materia ... nulla eget 
dispositione accidentali ad recipiendam formam substantialem ut sic, prout scil. dat 
perfectionem essendi," ‘Problematum de creatione, pars nona,’ SD V, 223. 

37 ‘Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, prima,’ SDT} I, 828. 

38 Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, prima,’ SDTh I, 828-830, here 830: 
"Interim nihil habemus contra illam opinionem, quae statuit, non esse credibile anima- 
tionem ultra diem trigesimum, aut trigesimum-quintum in maribus, et quadragesimum 
in foeminis extendi." 

3 Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, prima,’ SDT I, 829; cf. on J.H. Alsted: 
Schenderling, ‘Status van het embryo,’ 41. For historical references, see S. Demel, 
‘Schwangerschaftsabbruch, I. Historisch,’ TRE, XXX, Berlin/New York 1999, 630- 
633, here 630 (referring, concerning Aristotle, to Historia animalium VII, 3 and to De 
generatione. animalium, U, 3) and also PM. Huby, ‘Soul, Life, Sense, Intellect: Some 
Thirteenth-Century Problems,’ in: G.R. Dunstan (ed.), The Human Embryo. Aristotle and 
the Arabic and European Traditions, Exeter 1990, 113-122. 

40 Voetius, De signis, tertiae, quae est de miraculis, pars prima’ [A. Essenius, 28 
March 1640], SDTh IL, 964-979, here 967: “Nec animae humanae creatio [est mira- 
culum]: quia praeterquam quod non sit insolitum seu rarum, non est supernaturale ex 
parte modi efficiendi: habet enim natura ad id inclinationem: quia poscente causa na- 
turali, quae disponit materialem ad generationem hominis, anima creatur et infunditur 
corpori: quae si non crearetur esset praeter ordinem naturalem rerum." 

^! “De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 763-765. On the question “an spiritus et anima 
differant in homine," see also Voetius, Appendix ad disputationes de creatione prima,’ 
SDTh I, 808-830, here 813-815. Voetius denies that the soul is really distinct from the 
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references to biblical texts and by more strictly theological reasons, but 
he also gives a philosophical argument such as Suárez’ claim that “of 
one thing there is only one form."? Still, the single human soul is con- 
sidered by Voetius to comprise more than Cartesian cogitatio only. As 
Marleen Rozemond has noted, “[w]hereas for the scholastics the mind 
is just a part of the soul, ... Descartes … identified the two." 

Voetius, in short, considered the relationship between soul and body 
in terms of hylemorphism, and he did so in part for biblical reasons. As 
has been noted, his definition of the soul as an ‘incomplete substance’ 
had all to do with his desire to protect the immortality of the soul. 
Finally in this section, the latter subject deserves special attention: 
What is Voetius's view on the immortality of the soul and on its rational 
demonstration? Immortal is the human being, Voetius holds, “from 
its own nature, but not from grace.” The human soul in itself “has 
not any principle of dissolution or of ending, and therefore its nature 
demands that it keeps forever the being that it once received (nullum 
habet dissolutionis aut desinendi principium, et ideo natura ejus postulat ut esse, 
quod semel accepit, perpetuo retineat).” While the soul “depends on God, it 


spirit. As far as the mind (mens) is concerned, Voetius admits that it can be distinguished 
from the soul, “as an accident from its subject, because the mind is a faculty of the 
soul," but “more frequently, however, mind and soul are taken by philosophers for the 
same, namely by synecdoche" (see the same appendix, 815, cited also in Goudriaan/De 
Niet, ‘Introductio, 49 footnote 129). Basically the same position was defended by Van 
Mastricht, see also ThPTh, 372b (III, c. 9, $15): Reformed thinkers “omnem hominis 
vitam, vegetativam, sensitivam et rationalem, ab una anima rational, ejusque cum 
corpore unionem suspendunt." 

42 ‘De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 764-766. Voetius rejects the interpretation 
according to which ı Thes. 5:23 teaches “tres partes essentiales, corpus, animam, spi- 
ritum," and instead opts for a different exegesis: “Nos cum recentioribus interpretibus 
exponimus spiritum partem animae rationalem, et animam partem reliquam quam cum 
brutis habemus communem." He compares this to how psyche is distinguished from 
dianoia in Matt. 22:37. Voetius gives five arguments for the singleness of the individual 
human soul. The Bible *counts the souls according to [human] composites or indi- 
viduals ..." With respect to both the beginning and the end of life, the Bible speaks 
about one soul. Matt 10:28 leaves no room for human souls that are mortal. Reward 
or punishment after death concern all “essential parts" of humans and, according to 
biblical texts, “these are soul and body.” The assumption of three souls causes chris- 
tological “difficulties,” and that, “without necessity.”— Later Van Mastricht defended 
the unity of the human soul against “Cartesians [who] attribute to every human being 
two souls, an animated [animalis—a “tautological” expression, according to Van Mas- 
tricht] and a rational” soul; Gangraena, 436-442, with references to Cartesian theolo- 
gians such as Burman, Groenewegen and Allinga; see also ThPTh, 372b-373a [UI, c. 9, 
815-16]. 


13 Rozemond, Descartes’s Dualism, 62, sec also 39, 46-47. 
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cannot be destroyed, however, by His ordinary power (a Deo dependeat, 
per potentiam tamen ejus ordinariam. destrui nequeat)" yet “God can destroy 
it by absolute power (Deus per absolutam potentiam destruere potest)” In 
Voetius’s view, there are good arguments for the immortality of the soul, 
but he does not know a convincing rational argument a priori. There 
are, however, strong considerations that might carry weight with the 
benevolent, and Voetius mentions three in particular. In the first place, 
to the extent that the soul has a certain independence from the body, it 
reveals itself to be *independent in being, and separable from the body 
(independens in esse, et a corpore separabilis).” Voetius’s second argument is 
that the spiritual character of the human intellect and of some of its 
objects reveals that “it is independent from the body, etc.” Voetius's 
favourite argument, however, is a moral one, based on “conscience 
and … the righteousness and providence of God”: Human behaviour 
is not adequately punished or rewarded on earth, so that “something 
of the human being” must “remain after death (Unde colligitur hominis 
aliquid superesse post mortem)" The immortality of the human soul, in 
short, is susceptible to rational argument that will at least show the 
insufficiency of any considerations that are put forward in favour of the 
contrary.“ 


2.2. Van Mastricht's Hylemorphist Opposition to Cartesian Dualism 


Van Mastricht shares his predecessor’s definition of the soul as a form. 
Consistently, his view is that the human soul is the informing form 
(forma informans) of the body, and not—as Plato's comparison with a 
"skipper (nauclerus)” seems to suggest—its assisting form (forma assistens, 
such as “does not bestow essence, but only operation").*5 The soul is 
“essentially (per essentiam)" and “immediately (immediate)” united with the 


+ Voetius, De creatione, pars decima,” 776-778; Voetius reproduces also arguments 
given by J.C. Scaliger and A. Sirmundus. See also Voetius, Appendix ad disputationes 
de creatione secunda’ [C. Bruynvisch, 16 September 1643], SDTh I, 831-832, and 
*Problematum de creatione, pars nona,’ SD V, 219; and see a concise formulation in 
‘Disputatio continens positiones aliquot miscellaneas,’ SDTh IV, 750: “Homo quisque 
una et propria sua anima rationali praeditus est: quae natura sua et intrinsece immor- 
talis ac incorruptibilis, a corpore separabilis et separata existens ac permanens est, et 
immediate a Deo creata." 

5 De creatione, pars decima, SDTh I, 777: “Nihilominus veritatem fidei solide 
defendi, et objectiones omnes ex lumine naturali dissolvi posse certissimum est ...” 

46 See e.g. Van Mastricht, Prodromus, 57; ThPTh, 369b-370a (IIL c. 9, 810). 
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body." In his book Prodromus Van Mastricht described the soul as “a 
spiritual substance" and noted that “it can by itself exist outside the 
subject," and grants subsistence to the body.* In a parallel passage in 
Theoretico-practica theologia he maintains the view that the soul is “a spir- 
itual substance,” but the wording of the definition is slightly different 
here and, more importantly, the same section adds the qualification 
that the soul is “an incomplete substance that is ordained toward com- 
position with a body.”* This soul is numerically one, although it has 
three “faculties (facultates ac vires)" or, as he later writes, “degrees of life 
(vivendi gradus)": a rational, a sensitive, and a vegetative quality.” 

This account of soul as a form and incomplete substance is Voe- 
tian in its main lines. It has, of course, several polemical implications. 
Obviously, Van Mastricht is unable to accept the theory “[t]hat the 
soul is in no manner the form of the human being"—a view taken by 
his Cartesian contemporary Wittichius.’' Van Maastricht notes, in con- 
trast, that it is both rational and Cartesian to assert that “the soul is 
the informing form of the human being"? His opponent Petrus Allinga 
could not see the importance of this issue, but Van Mastricht thought 
otherwise.” Given his view that the human soul is numerically one but 
includes rational, sensitive, and vegetative qualities, Van Mastricht dis- 
agrees both with a Cartesian theory of two human souls—“an animal 
and a rational” soul’*—and with the Cartesian qualification of soul and 


47 ThPTh, 370a (III, c. 9, $10): “Nec est ista unio, per interveniens aliquod vinculum; 
sed immediate”; see also Prodromus, 58. 

48 Prodromus, 50: “Anima rationalis nihil aliud est, quam substantia spiritualis, ad infor- 
mandum et ad operandum, corport organico divinitus data. Hic vides substantiam appellari, seu 
rem, quae extra subjectum per se potest subsistere ... Substantia, inquam, tum quia extra 
corpus subsistit per se; tum quia corpus subsistit per ipsam." 

19 ThPTh, 368b (III, c. 9, $6): “Haec, si essentiam spectes, non est nisi substantia spiri- 
tualis cujus ope animatum operatur a se.” “Est porro (c) substantia incompleta, ad compositionem 
cum corpore ordinata, per quod differre cognoscitur ab essentia angelica." 

50 Prodromus, 50-51, and ThPTh, 368b (III, c. 9, $6), respectively. See also Gangraena, 
438 (“triplex sit vis et facultas"), 444. 

9! Gangraena, 421—422. 

?? Ganeraena, 439 (see also 421). Van Mastricht refers to Descartes's letter to Henricus 
Regius, [January 1642], AT IIL, 503. In a recent study this letter is argued to be 
composed of two separate ones; the passage referred to by Van Mastricht is in a letter 
dated [3 or 4 February 1642], see Bos, The Correspondence Between Descartes and Henricus 
Regius, 114. 

53 Allinga, Decades duodecim, 337, cf. 349. 

5t Van Maastricht, Gangraena, 437, see also 443-444. In his reply, Allinga argues that 
“there is a twofold life in the human being, one of the soul, the other of the body,” and 
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body as “thinking only” and “extension only,” respectively.” On the lat- 
ter point, Van Mastricht continues a line of criticism that Voetius had 
formulated earlier. Voetius objected to the definition of the mind (mens) 
by cogitatio, because of the necessity to maintain the “distinction of a 
subsistent and permanent thing, namely of the human soul as a vital, 
spiritual, incorruptible substance, from a transitional and evanescent 
action (namely thinking)” For Voetius, the immortality of the soul was 
an important reason to reject the Cartesian definition of the soul by 
cogitatio. 

Some of the texts quoted above show that Van Mastricht did not 
always stress the “incomplete” character of the soul's substantiality. 
Still, additional evidence that this was actually the view that Van Mas- 


accordingly he maintains the two Cartesian souls (altera rationalis, altera animalis); Decades 
duodecim, 346—349. 

5 See Gangraena, 420: “... corpore, quod Cartesianismus non vult consistere nisi in 
sola extensione, perinde ut anima non consistat nisi in sola cogitatione, ut proinde homo 
constet extensione et cogitatione velut partibus essentialibus," which is different from what 
traditional philosophy taught: “Dum contra communis et recepta omnium sententia 
usque ad Cartesium fuit, extensionem non esse nisi proprium corporis inseparabile, adeoque 
accidens corporis, haud secus ac risibilitas accidens hominis est inseparabile.” See also 423- 
432, here 424: “Recepta et orthodoxa sententia vult, animam non esse nisi Spiritum qui 
cum corpore coalescit ad constituendum hominem. Tum vero Spiritus non dicit nisi 
substantiam immaterialem ratione praeditam ...” On the Cartesian view, 424-425: “Sunt 
... qui existimant animam esse cogitationem, quatenus vox sonat facultatem. Quodsi isti 
per cogitandi facultatem intelligerent principium quoddam seu substantiam cogitandi 
vi praeditam, unde positis ponendis actuale cogitandi exercitium procedat, eorum 
sententia cum veritate conciliari posset … Ast vero hoc plerisque Cartesianis non 
arrident, quando animam in cogitatione collocant, quatenus est cogitandi actio, eamque 
actionem ita volunt cum essentia animae identificari, ut illa duo unum prorsus sint 
idemque. Hoc demum sensu negamus animam consistere in sola cogitatione" —the latter 
Cartesian view would even amount to a fundamentum atheismi (432). If someone who 
knows “that thinking differs from the mind itself” wishes to claim “that thinking is the 
primary attribute of the mind,” Van Maastricht does not object (428-429). For Allinga's 
reply to Gangraena, see Decades duodecim, 337-346. Cf. ThPTh, 368b (IN, c. 9, $6); 
372a (III, c. 9, $14: “Reformati largiuntur quidem, animam rationalem esse substantiam 
cogitativam, id est substantiam, quae facultatem habeat cogitandi, a qua resultet actus 
cogitandi; non tamen admittunt ejus essentiam consistere in mera cogitatione, sive per 
cam intelligatur facultas, sive actio cogitandi, et haec rursus, seu cogitetur in genere ut est 
cogitatio; seu In specie, ut est haec aut illa cogitatio, ipsis parum refert." 

56 Voetius, Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, prima,’ SDTh I, 815-816; this 
place and two other texts are mentioned in Goudriaan/de Niet, “Introductio, 49 footnote 
129, commenting on a statement in Voetius’s Introducho ad sacram philosophiam, thesis 
4: "Rursum, si quis animam rationalem dicat esse mentem, et mentem esse ipsam 
cogitationem; aut cum Galeno dicat esse temperamentum, is animam facit purum 
modum, et consequenter negat esse substantiam a corpore separabilem et subsistentem, 
atque adeo immortalem" (also in Diatribae, 125). 
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tricht held, can be found in his criticism of a view ascribed to Christo- 
pher Wittichius. Interpreting a passage of Wittichius, Van Mastricht 
states that it includes the message "that the separated soul 1s not any 
more a part, but something complete (quod anima separata non amplius sit 
pars; sed totum quid”). Van Mastricht’s criticism presupposes that the 
human person is only complete if it has two parts: body and soul. 
Moreover, countering another consideration of Wittichius, Van Mas- 
tricht maintains that it 1s biblically correct to say that there is “an 
inclination of the soul with respect to its body (appetitum animae versus 
corpus suum)" or an “inclination to continue the union of the body with 
the soul (appetitu continuandae unionis corporis cum anima). Here too Van 
Mastricht keeps a Voetian track, and distances himself from a strongly 
dualistic conception of soul and body. 

This is true also when Van Mastricht confronts considerations that 
ascribe a certain independency to the body. One of these 1s the claim 
"that the life of the body does not depend on the rational soul (quod vita 
corporis non dependeat ab anima rationalı), ” and another suggestion is that 
“when the rational soul is absent, the human body can live (absente anima 
rational, corpus humanum possit vivere).”® In Van Mastricht's reconstruction 
of the reasons that lead Cartesians to take the first view, dualism is a 
central factor. It is articulated in the Cartesians’ view that “the life of 
the body consists in the motion of the blood and the spirits, but the life 
of the soul in thinking (vitam corporis consistere in motu sanguinis et spirituum, 
vitam vero animae in cogitatione).”® At this point Van Mastricht retorts, with 
traditional philosophy, that “the motion of the blood and the spirits 
are vital acts or second acts of life; but the first act of bodily life is more 
correctly located by received philosophy in the union of soul and body, 
on which the motion, heat and all of life depends.” Thus, dualism is 


57 Gangraena, 432-436, here 432; cf. 447, where Van Mastricht mentions as one of 
Wittichius's “false hypotheses" the theory “quod anima separata sit completum quid." 

58 Gangraena, 435. The biblical references are Rev. 6:9-10, Job 19:25-27, 2 Cor. 5:34, 
and Matt. 26:39. 

59 Gangraena, 442—445, here 442. One of the references is to Descartes's Passions 
de âme, $5 (see AT XI, 330); c£. Th. Verbeek, ‘Les passions et la fièvre. L'idée de 
la maladie chez Descartes et quelques cartésiens néerlandais,’ Tractrix. Yearbook for the 
History of Science, Medicine, Technology & Mathematics 1 (1989) 45-61. 

90 Ganeraena, 445-446. 

9! Gangraena, 442—443, here 443. 

62 Gangraena, 443: "Utique motus sanguinis et spirituum sunt actus vitales seu actus 
vitae secundi; sed actus primus vitae corporeae rectius collocatur a recepta Philosophia in 
unione animae et corporis, a qua motus, calor et omnia vitae dependent." 
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tempered. This can also be seen in van Mastricht's summary of what 
he considers as the usual and biblically legitimate view: “that effectively 
and in the second act, life belongs to the composite by the presence and 
the natural conjunction of the soul with the body, in such a way that it 
formally, subjectively and in the first act belongs to the soul itself, even 
to [the soul that is] separated from the body.”® ‘The body, in other 
words, is for its life dependent on the soul. The soul, on the other hand, 
as has been noted above, is not complete in itself, but is meant to be 
united with a body. Van Mastricht maintains the main characteristics of 
Voetius's hylemorphistic concept of the relationship between body and 
soul, and thereby both he and his predecessor tend to emphasise the 
psychosomatic unity of the human being.* 

Questions pertaining to the animation of a human foetus do not 
seem to have been a particular interest of Van Mastricht. Yet—like 
Voetius—he interprets Zechariah 12 as implying that the soul is given 
to a “body that is already formed organically.”® Van Mastricht denies a 
development throughout three kinds of souls, “first the vegetative, then 
the sensitive and finally the rational" soul—the implication of which 
seems to be, he suggests, “that the human being is first a plant, then 
an animal, and finally a human being.” This stance does not entail 
a decision, however, about the particular moment at which the human 
soul can be considered present in the unborn human being. It seems 
that Van Mastricht—like his predecessor in Utrecht—thought that the 
body needs to have reached a certain stage in its development, before it 
receives a soul.’ 


63 Gangraena, 443: “Contra hactenus receptum est, quod vita effective et in actu secun- 
do sic conveniat composito per anımae praeentiam et conjunctionem naturalem cum cor- 
pore; ut formaliter, subjective et in actu primo conveniat ipsi animae, etiam a corpore 
separatae." For biblical and rational arguments, see 444—445. 

9* Compare also, for example, the hylemorphistic view of E. Suárez, Commentaria una 
cum quaestionibus in libros Aristotelis de anima, disp. 1, q. 3, ed. S. Castellote, I, Madrid 1978, 
92 (with thanks to G. Olivo for his information on this edition), here in lines 48-53: “... 
sicut materia non est aliud in essentia sua quam entitas apta ad recipiendum formam, 
et ideo potentia ad recipiendam formam est ipsa entitas materiae, ita forma in essentia 
sua non est nisi entitas apta ad informandam materiam ...” 

65 Van Mastricht, Prodromus, 59: “Nec extra corpus, sed intra corpus, jam organice 
formatum, adeo ut creando ei infundatur, et infundendo in ea creetur. Hinc dicitur 
fingere. spiritum hominis in eo, Zach. XIL.1" (cf. 56). In TAPTA this is condensed into “nec 
extra corpus, sed in corpore, Zach. XIL1"; 370b (III, c. 9, $11). 

66 Prodromus, 56; ThPTh, 369b (UI, c. 9, $8). He refers to Zanchi, De operibus sex 
dierum, book 2, Chapter 4. 

97 ThPTh, 454b (IV, c. 2, $35): “... per traducem seminalem, proprie non propagatur 
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With respect to the immortality of the soul Van Mastricht remains 
close to Voetius. He too defends the immortality of the soul as implied 
by the soul’s nature and not as a gracious gift of God, and he asserts 
that this can be supported by both biblical and rational arguments. 
The first two reasons given in Theoretico-practica theologia are also similar 
to what Voetius argued. The spiritual nature of the soul, in the first 
place, means that the soul has no inherent “principle of death."* In the 
second place, Van Mastricht puts forward what Voetius found a partic- 
ularly convincing argument: during human life on earth good and evil 
deeds are not rewarded or punished adequately, which is incompatible 
with God's righteousness, so that it is necessary to assume there is life 
after death." Van Mastricht adds two other rational arguments, which 
seem mainly to stress the implausibility of the opposite hypothesis. For 
the Divine wisdom seems to require that if humans were created in a 
different way than animals, their final conditions should also be differ- 
ent. And, finally, the hypothesis of a mortal soul would ruin “all reli- 
gion."?! Elsewhere the first of these arguments (the non-composed spiri- 


nisi corpus, quod anima adhucdum destitutum, boni aut mali moralis non est capax." 
Allinga, Decades duodecim, 351, quotes from Gangraena, 445, where Van Mastricht writes 
“Idem recta ratione docta, docet Medicorum Schola; quando foetum in utero materno, 
non ante vivere quam fuerit animatus, omnes cjus filii uno animo recipiunt."— Van Mastricht 
denies the view that “animam ... una cum corporis propagatione, per traducem 
propagari" and thinks instead that “animas novas quotidie creari a Deo ex nihilo 
singulasque singulis suis corporibus uniri intra hominem"; ThPTh, 375b (IH, c. 9, 
$20) [cf. against the theory that “ipsam corruptionem cum semine traduci in liberos," 
454b (IV, c. 2, $35): “Quia 2. propagationem animae rationalis per traducem, jam ante 
refutavimus lib. iii, cap. ix, $ x et xvii]; see also Prodromus, 58-59, 60-62. 

68 ThPTh, 373b (IL, c. 9, $17): *Reformati existimant, animam rationalem esse immor- 
talem, idque non tantum per gratiam, sed et per naturam suam, et hoc nobis constare, non 
tantum ex Scriptura, sed etiam ex ejus natura, et ex rationibus naturalibus." Cf. Prodromus, 
59-60. The parallel question is posed in Voetius, ‘De creatione, pars decima," SDTh I, 
776. 
69 ThPTh, 373b (III, c. 9, $17); see also the comment concerning the nature of the 
soul in Prodromus, 59-60: “... quia ipsius [i.c. of the soul] esse nullum habet dissolutionis 
aut desinendi principium, eo quod sit substantia immaterialis, spiritualis, simplex et 
indivisibilis, prout supra vidimus" (cf. 56-57). The first two reasons mentioned by 
Voetius concerned the absence of a “principle of dissolution,” ‘De creatione; SDTh 
I, 776-777. Van Mastricht, like Voetius, seems to think of an internal principle, for he 
also knows that the soul *... potest corrumpi, annihilari a Deo, ast propterea non statim 
per naturam corrumpi potest, et corrumpetur,” ThPTh, 374a (III, c. 9, $17). 

70 ThPTh, 373b (IH, c. 9, $17; “Quia 2. per divinam justitiam fieri nequit, ut non 
aliter bonis consulatur, nec aliter de malis statuatur quam in hac vita fere fit.” Cf. Voetius, 
‘De creatione, pars decima," SDTh I, 778. 

71 ThPTh, 373b (IL, c. 9, $17: “Quia item 3. a sapientia Dei alienissimum vide- 
tur, eundem esse exitum hominum ac brutorum, quorum ortumdissimillimum, jam ante 
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tuality of the soul) is mentioned again by Van Mastricht, as is “the inde- 
pendence of the human actions of the soul from the body”—a point 
that Voetius also considered a good argument.” Van Mastricht gave 
additional biblical arguments for the immortality of the soul, which in 
the present context need not be spelled out.” 


2.3. Driessens Dualistic Defense of Soul- Body Interaction and of the Souls 
Immortality 


Driessen’s position is strikingly different from that of Voetius and Van 
Mastricht, and this might have been expected in view of the Cartesian 
intellectual tradition to which his main teachers belonged. He seems 
to have adopted the Cartesian dualism of thought and extension right 
from the start of his career.’ When he stresses that our mind is “not a 
mode, not some action," he remains perfectly in agreement with one 
of the seventeenth-century Voetian objections against the Cartesian 
definition of the soul by cogitatio. However, he is not strictly opposed 
to the Cartesian concept of the mind (mens) as a substance, a “thinking 
substance,” even though he prefers to speak of a spiritual substance, 
because the mind has more “powers” and "actions" than thinking 
alone.” Like Voetius and Van Mastricht he did not accept the narrow 


docuimus. Ut non addam 4. Quod omnis religio laboret ac pereat, ubi creditur a morte 
hominis, non superesse nisi ejus corpus, jamjam in cineres redigendum." 'To Van Mas- 
tricht, Eccl. 3:18-20 does not prove the opposite, because in this passage "Sermo est 
de homine, non de anima; et similis homo brutis asseritur, quoad mortalitatem, utrique 
communem," 374a (III, c. 9, $17). 

7? Gangraena, 429: “Suppetunt alia argumenta quibus orbis humanus hactenus solide 
astruxit animae immortalitatem, scil. ab ejus simplicitate quam obtinet qua spiritus est, 
per eam igitur plane est indissolubilis, et hinc immortalis: cum mors non existat nisi a 
dissolutione partium essentialium, corporis et animae. Item ab independentia actionum 
humanarum animae a corpore." Cf. Voetius, ‘De creatione, pars decima,’ SDTh I, 777- 
778. 
73 ThPTh, 373b (HI, c. 9, $17), and cf. 374a. 

7* In his Delineatio (1719) Driessen writes on created things: “Res omnes, quas conci- 
pio, sunt vel corpora vel spiritus, res vel cogitantes vel extensae" (6, cf. 10). Moreover, he 
regards mentes sive corpora as substantiae verae (5), and mind (mens) as a thinking substance 
(substantia cogitans, 2). 

75 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 43. 

76 See his definition: “Definio mentem, quod sit substantia cogitans, id est, intelligens, 
Judicans, volens, cum conscientia agens etc.," Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 37; but cf. 42, 
and 43: “Quod inde liquidum magis est, quod mens non sit cogitatio vel to cogitare sed 
substantia cogitans, vel potius spiritualis, quia to cogitare neque omnes Mentis potentias 
neque omnes ejus actiones exprimit." 
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Cartesian definition of the soul as mind or thinking, but he assumed 
that it consists of more than just that. As is written in Genesis 2:7, the 
human being is also a “living soul” (anima vivens), and the life giving 
action of the human soul is a central aspect of what this expression 
means." Driessen thus conceived the soul as having more powers than 
the power to think only, and therefore he had some reservation with 
respect to the Cartesian term of substantia cogitans, even though he still 
used the latter term also. 

Driessen considered the mind (mens) a substance, a “... true being, 
true substratum, true subject, true substance (... verum Ens, verum sub- 
stratum, verum subjectum, vera substantia). ‘Therefore, the question can 
be asked of whether he is able to conceive it—as Voetius and Van 
Mastricht did—as an incomplete substance and as a part of the human 
essence. The mind is, Driessen stresses, “distinct from the body”— 
even “entirely different (plane diversa)" —and in his opinion this differ- 
ence has major religious and political significance, for if this distinc- 
tion is denied in order to undermine human immortality, “fear of pun- 
ishment” and “hope of reward” vanish, with disastrous consequences 
for “truth and piety” as well as for “the foundations of civil society.” 
The fear for the consequences of a denial of the immortality of the 
human soul is, of course, not new, but this did not lead Voetius and 
Van Mastricht, for example, to consider the soul as one substance, 
and the body as another. Perhaps polemical needs also contributed to 
Driessen’s formulation, for in this context he criticises those who, “con- 
fusing the mind with the body, introduce one substance that has two 
attributes, thinking and extension”—an obvious reference to contem- 


ec 


77 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 67-69, here 68: “Animam esse principium vitae ani- 
malis ..."; 68-69: “Porro Principem potentiam animalem esse potentiam spirandi. 
Illam activitatem in corpore, cujus effectus est halitus, a quo sanguinis et spirituum 
motus pendet, esse vinculum unionis mentis et corporis. Ubi corpus ineptum redditur 
in quo anima activitatem suam exserere possit, id est, spirare, rumpitur illud vinculum 
et moritur homo." 

78 Lumen el doctrina conscientiae, 42. 

79 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 44: “Porro docemus illam distinctam esse a corpore sub- 
stantiam et plane diversam. Quaestionis hujus momentum est gravissimum, pendet ab hac 
veritate relligio omnis, ea negata ruit omnis veritas, pietasque, ruunt civilis societatis 
fundamenta, quando, qui mentem cum corpore confundunt, id intendunt, ut negent 
mentis immortalitatem, qua negata tollitur relligio, qui enim illa stet, si nulla post hanc 
vitam praemii spes, nullus poenae metus sit, interitura tunc est anima cum corpore, 
neque malum passura neque bonum expertura”; see also, c.g., 45. A sharp distinction 
was also made by Driessen's former teacher, Andala: Dissertatio philosophica de distinctione 
mentis a corpore [J.F. de Davervelt, 9 May 1705], Franeker 1705. 
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porary Spinozism.? Accordingly, Driessen’s stress on mind and body 
as different substances, which in itself is Cartesian, is also to be inter- 
preted as an anti-Spinozistic position. Thus, the hylemorphic view that 
the human substance consists of a mental part and a bodily part is 
also implicitly rejected.*! Now it becomes all the more interesting to 
see how Driessen, on this anti-Spinozist and rather Cartesian back- 
ground, argues for the unity of the human being, and how he would 
react to Voetius's anthropological view of *one species of substance, 
and animated, created in one essence or nature from soul and body,” 
according to which view the “union between soul and body of man is 
substantial and made by itself:”®? ‘The answer to the latter question can 
be straightforward: Driessen disagrees with the position advocated by 
Voetius. Writing about “active power (vis activa),” he states that it “can- 
not be one and the same substance together with matter," in the sense 
that “it does not make one substance any more than the mind makes 
one substance with our body, although it is linked to it." In Driessen's 
conception, soul and body do not make up one substance. Even though 
this theologian knows an “incomplete concept of substance," this is 
something very different from what Voetius meant when he called the 
soul an “incomplete substance.” In Driessen an “incomplete or abstract” 
notion of substance is a universal term, whereas the “complete concept 
of substance" 1s more specific and includes also “the essence itself of 
the thing," such as is the case in the notions of a "spiritual substance 
or extended substance."** Driessen 1s far removed from any consideration 


80 See for instance Spinoza, Ethica IL, prop. 7 schol. (trans. Krop, 136-139; trans. Van 
Suchtelen, 69-70). 

9! Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 44-45, where “Spinosismus” is mentioned on the latter 
page. 

82 Voetius, De rerum naturis et formis substantialibus,’ SDTh I, 878: *... cursim 
nunc indicamus istas hypotheses. 1. Hominem esse speciem substantiae et animalis 
unam in unam essentiam seu naturam ex anima et corpore creatam, innui putamus 
Gen. 3 v. 7, 1 Cor. 15:45 coll. cum Gen. 1:26, 27.” After speaking of Jesus Christ as 
"unum per se," Voetius writes: “Multo magis ergo substantialiter et per se facta est 
unio inter animam et corpus hominis, quippe quae tam longe non distant, nec tam 
sunt completae substantiae, ac divinitas et humanitas." French trans. from the Narratio 
historica in Verbeek, Querelle, 112. 

83 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 55: “... vis illa cum materia una eademque 
substantia esse nequit, est aliquid alius plane naturae, alia res a materia, quae cum 
materia, si vel illi juncta sit, non magis unam facit substantiam quam mens cum 
corpore nostro, licet illi juncta, unam facit substantiam." 

9* Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 41: *... substantiae autem conceptus dicitur philoso- 
phis vel incompletus seu abstractus, quando in genere tantum cogitatur substantia, dum 
tamen in genere substantia non datur, generalia enim et universalia non dantur in 
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of the soul as being an incomplete substance. What mode of union do 
soul and body have instead in his theory? 

Driessen states that the unity of soul and body is not like a con- 
junction of one body with another, nor like a mixture, but it means 
"that the mind is in the body (in eo esse situm, quod mens sit in Corpore). 
How precisely this takes place remains hidden for us, but this much 
can be said, “that the mind is subjectively in the body and not out- 
side of it.” Moreover, human conscience knows that the mind “has the 
power to exercise its activity in the body (habeat potentiam, suam activitatem 
exserendi in corpore)" Some mental capabilities are specifically focused on 
the human body, “such as the power to breathe, to feel and to move." 99 
In other words, the human soul is in the body, forms a unity with it, 
and exerts some of its functions specifically through the body. T'he pos- 
sibility of conceiving the union by means of a matter-form relationship 
is not even mentioned and, in fact, this was not really a possibility for 
Driessen in view of his assumption that soul and body are two different 
substances. Yet Driessen 1s keen to defend a close union of, and a causal 
interaction between, soul and body. A decisive motivation for doing so 
1s his moral concern that the human being can only be responsible for 
the acts performed through and in the body if the soul can really inter- 
act with the body. Driessen stood by no means alone 1n this respect. 
Johann Gottfried Walch, a German theologian of Driessen's day, also 
noted the relevance of the soul-body relationship for maintaining free- 
dom and accountability, and it 1s reasonable to suppose that this was a 
general concern of the theological anti-Wolffianism at that time.’ 

The claim that the human being consists of two substances seems to 
have replaced the older distinction that viewed soul and body as form 
and matter, and the soul as in itself an incomplete substance. It now 
became a main interest of Christian theologians to uphold the morally 
vital claim that soul and body can interact. Driessen's position can be 


rerum natura: Conceptus substantiae completus est, quando non tantum rem in genere, 
sed ipsam rei essentiam adeoque substantiam singularem cogito, veluti substantiam 
spiritualem vel substantiam. extensam ...” Cf. Andala, De distinctione mentis a corpore, 8: 
“Sed formamus quoque conceptum substantiae incompletum, sive ab ipsa realitate vel 
substantia exsistente abstractum, qualis extra conceptum exsistere non potest"; in other 
words, there is an “... abstractus et incompletus conceptus, cui nulla realitas reapse 
extra intellectum exsistens respondet ..." (26-27). 

95 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 48-49, quote on 49. 

96 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 49. Cf. Delineatio, 14-15. 

87 J.G. Walch, Philosophisches Lexicon, Leipzig 1733, repr. Bristol 2001, 2311. 
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further explained by considering a distinction that several authors at the 
time made between three ways in which the relationship between soul 
and body could be conceived of: the theories of “physical influence,” 
of “occasional causes” and of “pre-established harmony"? According 
to Walch, these viewpoints differ with respect to the source of the 
“agreement (Harmonie, Übereinstimmung)" of body and soul: it is located 
"either in the souls or in God.” When it is found in the soul, the theory 
is called the “system of physical influence (systema influxus physici)" There 
are two theories that ascribe coherent soul-body activity to God: some 
think that it is in a direct way brought about by God (the “system 
of occasional causes, systema caussarum occasionalium"), whereas others 
assume a more indirect causality by a set of conditions that has “once 
and for all” been put in place (the “system of pre-established harmony, 
systema harmoniae praestabilitae”).” 

Envisaged in the terms of this classification, Driessen was a sup- 
porter of the first view: Martinus Vitringa was right when he classified 
Driessen's Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae under the works defending the 
systema influxus, which he understood as saying that “[t]he mind oper- 
ates in the body, and the body operates in the mind”—although, as 
we will see, the second half of the explanation needs some qualifica- 
tion in Driessen’s case.” Driessen's former teacher Ruardus Andala is 
also known to have upheld this theory?! Yet Driessen shows his inde- 
pendence from this teacher and his recognition of previous criticism of 
that system by speaking of a “physical union (unto physica)" rather than 
“physical influence." He argues that the latter term is not an appropri- 
ate term for transient actions between spirit and matter, because “influ- 
ence (influxus)? indicates that material particles are in motion.” Still, 


88 See Walch, Philosophisches Lexicon, 2298-2312; on these pages, Walch also refers to 
Wolff, see Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 88761—765. On Wolff and the three systems, see 
J. Ecole, La metaphysique de Christian Wolff, L, 299—315. 

89 Walch, Philosophisches Lexicon, 2299-2300. Influxionism is described by R. Specht 
as a “central theme of an anti-occasionalistic movement in Cartesianism" according to 
which “the soul can influence the body by a natural force (physice) and not only on 
the basis of a Divine help (assistentia)"; ‘Influxus physicus, Influxionismus,’ HWPh IV, 
354—355, here 354. For Walch, however, this was not just the view of some Cartesians; 
he calls it *the oldest and most common" view, and traced it back to Aristotle; 
Philosophisches Lexicon, 2300. 

90 M. Vitringa, Doctrina christianae religionis, II, Leiden 1762, 148. 

91 See R. Specht, ‘Leib-Seele-Verhaltnis IL,’ HWPh V, 187-201, here 196; Walch, 
Philosophisches Lexicon, 2308-2309. 

92 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 60 (“... non per influxum proprie sic dictum, 
qui particulas effluentes et influentes supponit ...”), 66-67, 85. 
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how exactly the soul works in the body remains hidden from humans.” 
This obscurity was one of the objections opponents raised against the 
theory, but even Wolff himself admitted that its incomprehensibility in 
itself does not disprove its truth.” 

In the main lines Driessen's view of the interaction between soul 
and body seems to have been the following. Bodies never have their 
motion from themselves, but owe it to a “moving force (vis movens)" 
that 1s by definition not material. There is a force of nature, which 
is not something subsisting but “the transient action of God" that 
causes various effects: “in these bodies it is motion, in those it is rest, 
in others, namely plants, vegetative life, etcetera." Driessen writes that 
"the body 1s a machine and the force of nature is to a certain extent 
mechanical, but he insists that the human mind can act freely and 
steer this force. Driessen can both say that the soul *acts upon this 
immaterial force (agit in vim illam immaterialem, emphasis added), and that 
it is able to “act in the body (in corpus agere; emphasis added),” and both 
probably amount to the same thing except for the fact that in the first 
case the soul acts in something immaterial and in the second case it 
works in a material body. The soul can undertake an “endeavour,” a 
conatus, as an "impression made by a rational power" (what a conatus 
actually is, Driessen held, “is not clearly understood,” yet that it exists 
“is clear from the effects"). This impression itself is made freely, but 
what it brings about 1s obedient to natural laws. Driessen held that 
the “quantity of motion" is not constant in the universe, and here he 
tacitly disagrees not only with Descartes and his reference to Divine 
immutability,’ but also with one of Christian Wolffs objections against 
the theory of physical influence (influxus physicus). Wolff thought that 
this theory conflicts with the principle that “immer einerley bewegende 
Kraft in der Welt erhalten werde," for when the soul produces an effect 
in the body a new motion starts to exist, and when on the other hand 
the body produces an effect in the soul an existing motion ceases to 


% See for instance Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 65. 

9 As noted by Walch, Philosophisches Lexicon, 2303; the incomprehensibility of the 
theory was frankly admitted by its supporters as well, see 2305, where Walch quotes 
from Wolff, Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 8762. 

> Driessen writes: 4... absurdum est eandem Motus quantitatem statuere, camque 
a Dei immutabilitate arcessere, si quidem is a toto universo distinctus est ...” (Lumen et 
doctrina conscientiae, 63-64). Cf. Cottingham, A Descartes Dictionary, 40-41, 133; Pannen- 
berg, Theologie und Philosophie, 150—151, and see Descartes, Principia philosophiae, Il, $36, 
AT VIII-r, 61-62. 
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be. In both cases the amount of motion and power is not constant, 
and this is not in accordance with nature as Wolff understood it.” 
Driessen's rejection of such a view 1s connected with his theological 
concern for freedom, both Divine and human, but what he defends 
1s also another concept of motion. Motion, in his view, can start, 
increase and decrease, and it is an effect of a certain power. Another 
possible objection against soul-body interaction 1s that *between both 
substances [i.e. mind and body] there is no proportion that involves 
a sharing of the same nature.” Driessen rejects the requirement of 
a proportion of this kind: mental power and the body on which it 
confers motion are indeed “proportioned,” but in such a way that the 
former is an active and the latter a passive entity. This attribution of 
causal activity to the soul shows, in addition, that in Driessen's view 
it is not possible to say that the human body “acts in the mind.” 
The "physical union" Driessen defends, requires no more than that 
"the mind feels and perceives the motion and affection that 1s in the 
body"? 

Driessen's argument clearly unfolds on the basis of a Cartesian soul- 
body dualism and accepts the view of the human body as a machine. 
Yet he does so with significant adaptations that maintain the free action 
of the human soul into the body. Given this position he cannot but 
disagree with the alternative system of pre-established harmony, which 
regards, as he describes it, soul and body as machines that do not 
interact but have each of them their own mechanical sequence of 
actions.” The theory, as Driessen writes, has two unrelated clocks both 


96 The quotation is from the description by Walch, Philosophisches Lexicon, 2304 (where 
Wolff, Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, $762, is quoted; see also a brief remark on the 
refutation of this argument, 2306). 

37 This section summarises Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 51-67, and cf. the 
“Totius operis compenium et analysis’ at the beginning of the book. 

38 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 70: “Fingunt hominem constare ex duplici 
machina, spirituali altera, corporea altera, quam utramque inter nulla unio physica sed 
tantum metaphysica intercedat; altera neque agit in alteram neque patitur ab altera; 
suos sibi unaquaeque mutationes seorsim habet, respondentes equidem sed absque 
ulla alterius in alteram actione, adeo ut omnes corporis motus ... mechanice alteri ex 
proximis semper sequantur, et sequerentur, licet illud corpus spiritui junctum non esset, 
vel non daretur tale corpus; et vice versa mens omnes suas operationes, sensationes 
etiam, sequentem semper ex antecedenti, in qua ceu causa sua latet vel continetur, 
evolutam habet, et haberet, nullum licet tale daretur corpus vel illi junctum esset." 
On the theory, see M. Casula, ‘Die Lehre von der prästabilierten Harmonie in ihrer 
Entwicklung von Leibniz bis A.G. Baumgarten,’ in: Akten des II. internationalen Leibniz- 
Kongresses, Hannover, 17.-22. Juli 1972, Il, Wiesbaden 1975, 397-415. 
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simultaneously providing the same information.” The conviction that 
the soul can have an impact on the body is one of the main reasons 
why Driessen strongly opposes the Leibnizian-Wolffian theory of pre- 
established harmony. In 1734 he sees this theory as basically present 
in Descartes already, because even the French philosopher, as Driessen 
reads him, does not admit that the soul has an impact on the body.! As 
has been noted in the previous chapter, Driessen was keen to maintain 
human moral responsibility. Accordingly, he declined the theory of 
pre-established harmony, as a theory that declares the soul unfree 
and “a machine of fatal consequences"—a stance incompatible with 
“our moral dependence on God, the whole foundation of religion." !?! 
Driessen also had a number of critical philosophical questions about 
the plausibility of assuming a causal chain of thoughts in the human 
soul.!%? 

The occastonalistic theory is denounced in only a few brief remarks in 
this context. Driessen describes this view as claiming that what hap- 
pens in the human body is not caused by the human soul, but by 
God. Driessen deplores the fact that in this theory “the substance of 
the mind” with its powers that can work outside the mind is defined 
as “thinking (to cogitare).” This is another interesting confirmation of 
Driessen's reservations with regard to the (Cartesian) definition of the 
soul by thinking: on this definition the external impact of the soul is 
insufficiently recognised. Summing up the problems of occasionalism, 


99 Sapientia hujus mundi, 88: “... systema illud harmoniae praestabilitae, quod mentem 
et corpus spectat ceu duo horologia ad eadem momenta eandem horam indicantia et 
sonantia, licet alterum non agat in alterum." 

100 Sapientia hujus mundi, 61: “Certe Cartesii sententia non distat ab illa [sc. dogma 
de Harmonia Praestabilita] realiter, dum ex ipsius Principiis mens in corpus revera non 
agit, est tantum nexus aliquis, relatio aliqua divinitus constituta ut ad certas in mente 
volitiones sequantur hi illi in corpore motus, quorum motuum mens ipsa non est causa 
efficiens; et qui posset novum motum efficere, dum eadem in universo semper est 
manetque motus quantitas, quod autem jam est fieri non potest." Driessen does not 
accept Spinoza's view of soul and body as attributes of one substance either (he refers 
to Spinoza, Ethica IL, prop. 7 and schol., II, prop. 2; Sapientia hujus mundi, 62).—The 
attribution of the theory of pre-established harmony to Descartes may be surprising 
in view of the fact that in Driessen's day Descartes was interpreted as an occasionalist 
by, for example, Wolff (see Ecole, Métaphysique, I, 305) and Walch, Philosophisches Lexicon, 
2307; but see Driessen, Sapientia hujus mundi, 164 (on a publication by Hanschius). 

101 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 73-74: “Mutilatam sic animam capitis praesertim 
damnant, Libertate privant, machinam fatalium consecutionum faciunt, nostram a 
Deo dependentiam moralem, Relligionis fundamentum omne (o quam velim ut inscii!) 
subruentes"; see also 97—104. 

10? See Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 70-80. 
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Driessen writes that it “contradicts the true efficiency of the soul ..., it 
contradicts the doctrine of true second causes, it contradicts our moral 
dependence [on God] and does not absolve God from guilt; and it is 
invented on the basis of a not rightly perceived nature of the mind 
and of its true powers.”! In view of Driessen's defence of secondary 
causality and human responsibility, these objections against the assump- 
tion that God alone is the true Cause, are not surprising and perfectly 
in accordance with Driessen's own defence of the “system of physical 
union.”! [n a passage in Lumen et doctrina conscientiae Driessen states that 
a soul is united to a body before a human being is born, but “we do not 
know at what moment of time" this takes place.!® Driessen writes, with 
an implicit hint at Zech. 12:1: *With Scripture we hold that God forms 
the spirit within man.” ‘The human soul is directly created by God. The 
idea that the soul is passed on from parents to children is dismissed. 99 
With respect to the immortality of the human soul, Driessen differed 
strikingly from Voetius and Van Mastricht by founding immortality on 
the will of God. In 1728 he argued that immortality of things that exist 
“not necessarily" (that is to say: of every created being) is not implied 
in their nature, but can only be concluded from what God wills.!” The 
immortality of the soul is clear from Scripture.!® Even the simplicity 
of the soul does not prove its indestructibilitas.°° What it proves is that 
the mind “cannot dissolve into parts," but not “that it cannot be anni- 
hilated.”!!° Accordingly, Driessen declines the attempt made in 1721 by 


103. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 85: “Pugnat illud [systema] cum vera animae efficientia 
quam adstruximus, pugnat cum Doctrina de veris causis secundis, pugnat cum morali 
nostra dependentia, neque Deum absolvit a culpa; estque illud confictum ex non recte 
percepta Mentis Natura verisque ejus potentiis." 

104 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 85. 

105 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 157. 

106 Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 283-284, quote on 284. Zech. 12:1 is also quoted on 
page 69. 

107. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 158. 

108 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 161, where Driessen also notes: “Mentis immortalitas 
sequitur ex Foedere Operum vel admisso vel violato. Pariter ex Foedere Gratiae vel 
admisso vel rejecto." 

109 Wolff argued “... daß, da die Seelen des Viehes sowohl als der Menschen einfache 
Dinge sind ..., sie weder natürlicher Weise entstehen ..., noch aufhören können ...,” 
Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 569 (§921); see also 570 (8922): “Die Seele aber als ein 
einfaches Wesen kan nicht anders als durch Vernichtung aufhören ...” Cf. J. École, 
Metaphysique, 1, 321. 

110 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 159: “Hinc itaque Mentis creatae indestruc- 
tibilitas non solide petitur ab ejus simplicitate. Quod mens partibus non constat infert 
equidem in partes dissolvi non posse, sed non infert annihilari non posse ...," 164. 
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Wolffian philosopher L.Ph. Thümmig, to derive “the indestructibility of 
the mind from its simplicity.” !!! Driessen notes that the argument would 
also apply to other things considered simple, that is to say, to “every 
material particle."!'? By refusing to argue on the basis of the nature 
of the soul,!!® Driessen tacitly distanced himself, perhaps unknowingly, 
from what many a Reformed theologian had claimed before him. 
Voetius, Van Mastricht, and others did refer to the nature of the soul 
in order to prove its immortality.!!' It seems that Driessen’s oppo- 
sition to Leibnizian-Wolffian or “mechanistic philosophers (Philosophi 
mechanici)” ,'® and his insistence on the distinction between God and 
everything He created, led him to abandon a classical line of argument. 

The opposition to Leibnizian-Wolffian thought is articulated at sev- 
eral other points as well. One of these is the role of memory in the 
definition of immortality. Wolff writes that “the incorruptible is immor- 
tal, when it retains continually the state of a person,” and a person 
is considered “a thing that is conscious of the fact that it is precisely 
that which has previously been in this or that state.”!!® Driessen, how- 
ever, declines to take memory as a necessary qualification of a per- 
son: a forgetful mind is still “the same substance acting with con- 
sciousness.” !!7 Human memory, in other words, is not a correct mid- 
dle term in an argument for the immortality of the soul. If memory 


111 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 162—167, quote on 164. On Thümmig, see M. Wundt, 
Die deutsche Schulphilosophie im Zeitalter der Aufklärung, index. 

112 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 165, after having quoted Thümmig: “Haec omnia si 
probant aliquid, pariter probant quamque particulam materialem quam, Capite de 
Creatione et quidem de Mundo corporeo probabimus esse individuum quid adeoque 
simplex quoddam, indestructibilem esse. Si perceptio et apperceptio, quia inter actualia 
sunt et non sunt in composito hinc necessario sunt in simplice, erunt ergo etiam in 
omni particula materiali." 

113 But see Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 160, where Driessen calls that what remains 
of the image of God in the human being "naturam non tantum spiritualem sed 
immortalem ...” 

11^ For Voetius and Van Mastricht, see above. On other authors, see H. Heppe/ 
E. Bizer, Dogmatik, 174, 181-182 (Reformed Dogmatics, 225-227). 

115 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 162. 

116 Wolff, Vernünfftige Gedancken von Gott, 573 (8926) and 570 ($924) respectively, and see 
the sections $8923-926 (570—573). Cf. Leibniz, Théodicée, $89 (trans. Buchenau, 153-154; 
ed. Gerhardt, VI, 151). 

17 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 163: *Neque personalitatem facit memoria. 
Si quae Mens praeteritarum actionum omnium oblivisceretur manet tamen eadem sub- 
stantia cum conscientia agens." Cf. Sapientia hujus mundi, 142: “... non illa [reminiscen- 
tia] necessario quid facit ad mentis immortalitatem. Mens semper est immortalis per 
constantissimam Dei voluntatem, sive antecedentium reminiscatur, nec ne, modo ipsa 
mentis essentia perduret." 
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were decisive, still the question remains: “Why does it [the mind] stay 
[equipped] with conscience and memory?.”!!® Another point of dis- 
agreement with Leibnizian-Wolffian thought concerns the prolongation 
of pre-established harmony even after life on earth. Here Driessen crit- 
icises the deterministic chain of thoughts that extends into life in eter- 


119 


nity. 


3. The Image of God 


One of the special characteristics of man is his creation in the image 
and likeness of God (Gen 1:26-27). Biblical texts on the human being’s 
creation in God's image have received much attention in later theol- 
ogy and philosophy, and interpretations differed as to what this bibli- 
cal statement means, and what implications the Fall has for the per- 
manence of this human privilege." Voetius distinguished between a 
broad and a more narrow interpretation of the imago divina. In the 
wider sense the image 1s taken to mean both that which "formally" 
makes the image of God to what it is, and also that which belongs 
to It as a presupposition or a consequence. In the narrow sense the 
image is “rightness, justice, holiness and perfect conformity to the law 
of God.” This narrow definition is in line with Paul's teaching?! In 
the latter sense the imago Dei is generally identified with the “origi- 
nal righteousness" from before the Fall. T'his image of God has been 
lost, and the human person has since been “unfit to all good and 


118. Sapientia hujus mundi, 142. 

119 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 168—161 (sic): “Si status mentis felix vel infelix 
respondeat repraesentationibus in corpore; hae vero necessariae fuerint, repraesentavit 
vi harmoniae easdem anima quae in corpore erant. Neque repraesentare potuit alias? 
Cur ergo propter illas vel praemio vel paena afficitur? Ergo sicut vi mechanismi in hac 
vita pia vel impia sic post hanc vitam vi mechanismi felix vel infelix est." 

120 A survey of Reformed interpretations of man’s creation in the image and likeness 
of God is given by H. Heppe/E. Bizer, Dogmatik, 175, 185-190 (Reformed Dogmatics, 232— 
238). 

121 Voetius, ‘De selectis quibusdam Problematis, pars tertia’ [A. Oosterlant, 28 Octo- 
ber 1648], SD V, 595-607, here 595: "llo modo [ie. late] accepta notat omnia illa quae 
non tantum formaliter (ita loqui liceat) constituunt imaginem Dei, sed etiam illa quae 
et fundamentaliter seu praesuppositive, et consecutive huc pertinent ... Isto modo [i.e. 
stricte] accepta complectitur et significat rectitudinem, justitiam, sanctitatem et perfec- 
tam conformitatem cum lege Dei: Sic eam describit Apostolus Ephes. 4 v. 24, et nostra 
Catechesis qu. 6. Et notant commentatores ad Eph. 4 et Coloss. 3 v. 10 a principali parte 
synechdochice imaginem Dei dici sapientiam aut justitiam." 
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inclined to all evil," and remains so until regeneration. However, the 
image in the broad sense— "the subject of the Divine image ..., that 
is, the substance of the rational soul with its essential faculties and 
attributes, or the same [soul] together with the gifts"—has not been 
entirely lost.'? 

Yet Voetius seems to have preferred the more narrow definition of 
the image of God. Elsewhere he claims that human nature has not 
changed essentially because of the Fall, but then he links the changes 
that did indeed take place with a discussion of the image of God— 
which seems to presuppose the strict definition of the image of God as 
consisting in original integrity. ** Moreover, Voetius argues that original 
sin implies the loss of the image of God: original sin exists in a natural 
human person “by his defecübiltas," because God in His blameless 
righteousness does not grant His image to the human being. As a 
consequence, the human faculties are ill disposed.'** Voetius's preferred 
definition regards the image of God as the original gifts of integrity 
that are lost since the Fall. In other words, in the light of this definition 
the imago Dei is not a viable philosophical concept for the analysis of 
natural man, because he is miserably missing it.! Taken in a broader 
sense, however, there are still in the human being some “vestiges” of 
the image of God present in a human awareness of “the law of nature, 


122 De selectis quibusdam Problematis, pars tertia,’ 595-598. Cf. De errore et haere- 
si pars tertia’ [I. Biscop, 14 July 1655], SDTh III, 714: “Est enim imago Dei menti 
ac voluntati primum increata, quod ad supernaturalem cognitionem perdita, quod ad 
naturalem et civilem laesa. De quo Rom. 1 vers. 21, 22. Et antiquorum ac nostrorum 
communis consensus contra haereses Pelagianas." 

123 ‘De creatione, pars octava, SDTh I, 738-739; cf. also 759: one of the secondary 
causes explaining *Cur corpus humanum magis subjectum morbis et defectibus, quam 
aliorum animalium?" is the “perfectius et nobilius systema corporis humani: hinc 
plures et frequentiores defectus illi accidunt, repagulo et privilegio illo imaginis divinae 
remoto: bonum enim non nisi ex integra causa, et malum ex quolibet defectu." 

124 ‘De propagatione peccati originalis’ [S. Lydius, 2 July 1636], SDTh I, 1078- 
1118, here 1096 (“Addimus ... oriri et existere [peccatum originale] in Titio per ejus 
defectibilitatem, Deo justissimo Judice per providentiam suam secundum consilium vol- 
untatis suae, non donante Titio imaginem suam, sed justissime subtrahente"), 1097 
(“Nam facultates illae ad operationem necessario dispositae et modificatae sunt aut 
bene aut male; bene si adsit lux imaginis divinae, male si absit"), see also 1099 (“Sub- 
tractio, de qua loquimur, consistit non in actu positivo, sed formaliter in defectu seu 
deficientia negativa, et proprie in non datione imaginis seu doni dirigentis, perficientis 
et modificantis mentem et voluntatem ...”). C£ ‘De selectis quibusdam Problematis, 
pars tertia,’ SD V, 596. 

125 One more confirmation: Voetius considers human reason ^... ante lapsum ut 
dotata imagine Dei; in lapsu, ut corrupta ...”; ‘De ratione humana in rebus fidei, 
SDTh I, 2 (also in A. Kuyper [ed.], Fasciculus, 2). 
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common notions, and synderesis,” which knowledge is impaired by sin, 
but still is a “natural knowledge.”'?° As such it belongs to the field of 
philosophy. 

Voetius’s preference for the narrow definition of imago Dei is note- 
worthy in view of the fact that many a Reformed author accepted 
the broader definition and included natural human qualities as well. 
Jacobus Revius, for example, situated the image of God in a broad 
range of typically human qualities: first of all in the human soul—more 
in particular in the nature of the soul (that is characterised by “spiritu- 
ality and immortality”), in its faculties (“in intellect and will”), and in its 
gifts or habits (“in wisdom and righteousness”)—but also in the human 
body, and in soul and body taken together." Another example of a sim- 
ilar broad explanation of the image of God 1s given by Van Mastricht. 
His first detailed exposition is given in Prodromus.® The image of God 
is a certain analogous similarity between a perfect God and human 
beings.'? It consists in four areas of humanity. First of all, in the “nature 
and essence” of the human being, that is to say in the body as “the first 
part of our essence,” but mainly in the soul (in “its spirituality, simplic- 


126 [De lege et euangelio] pars secunda’ [M. Eversdijck, 15 March 1656], SDTh IV, 
41: *... de lege morali; quae cum creatione imaginis divinae fuit indita, et cujus rudera, 
vestigia, principia post lapsum in homine remansere: quae propterea lex naturae, 
communes notiones, et synteresis dicitur. Vide comment. ad Rom. 2 v. 14, 15. Sed 
haec notitia naturalis est imperfecta, quod hominis corrupta ratio ex primis principiis 
et axiomatis conclusiones recte non deducat; et consequenter in superficiali, generali, 
mutila, carnali spiritualis legis cognitione haereat, nec ad fundum ejus penetret ...” 
(also in Kuyper [ed.], Fasciculus, 360). 

127 J. Revius, Disputationum theologicarum vigesima secunda [-sexta], de Imagine Dei in ho- 
mine..., [various respondents, November — 12 December], Leiden 1643 (later collected 
in the volume Disputationes in universam theologiam, Leiden 1646). See the first disputa- 
tion on the theme (E. van Schoten, November 1643), thesis 7: “Consistit imago Dei in 
illis donis et privilegiis, quibus homo reliquas animantes superat. Ea consideranda sunt 
in anima, in corpore, in toto composito. In anima, quoad naturam, quoad facultates, 
quoad habitus. Quoad naturam anima est conformis Deo in spiritualitate et imorta- 
litate"; the second disputation (E. Wyngaerts, 11 November 1643), thesis 2: “Ratione 
facultatum conformis est anima Deo in intellectu, et voluntate"; the fourth disputation 
(J. Bitterus, 5 December 1643): thesis 1: “Conformitatem animae humanae cum Cre- 
atore suo quoad facultates sequitur ea quae secundum habitus consideratur. Ea consis- 
üt in sapientia, et justitia”; the fifth disputation (A. Winckelius, 12 December 1643) is “de 
conformitate ejus [hominis] cum Deo, ratione corporis, et totius compositi." 

128 Van Mastricht, Prodromus, 75-97. This section “De Imagine Dei” is followed 
by one “De Imagine Dei in intellectu" (98-103) and another “De Imagine Dei in 
voluntate" (103—106). 

129 Prodromus, 79: “Quid sit, nim. Conformitas hominis, qua suo modo, refert summam Dei 
perfectionem.” 
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ity, invisibility, immortality, etcetera”). In the second place, the image 
of God can be found “in the first and specific faculties of the human 
being: intellect and will.” A third aspect of the Divine image is evident 
in the “gifts” with which these faculties are adorned. These are “in the 
intellect, wisdom," and “in the will, holiness with respect to God, and 
righteousness with respect to the neighbour.” Finally, the image of God 
relates to what Van Mastricht terms the “status” of human beings, and 
here it is present “in the immortality … of the human composite and 
in the dominion” on earthly creatures. Van Mastricht presents the 
same view in Theoretico-practica theologia. His definition of the imago Dei 
is identical with the description given in his Prodromus: the image is the 
“conformity of man, by which he in his manner represents the highest 
perfection of Him.” Here, again, the image is located “in the human 
essence itself,” further “in the first faculties of the soul, and finally in 
the virtues of these faculües."?! As far as the essence of the human 
being 1s concerned, the body reveals the Divine image by analogy, and 
even the soul, with its “spirituality, simplicity, invisibility, immortality,” 
is an image of God only “with an infinite disparity.” The image is fur- 
ther found “in the faculties of the soul, intellect and will,” and most 
importantly (this is the praecipua conformitas) in the “gifts” granted to 
intellect, will, and affections. As the fourth element the human “status” 
is mentioned here again, as consisting in “the immortality of the whole 
human being,” in “the dominion over all earthly creatures of God" and 
in the “felicity of the paradisiacal human being.” The description is 
essentially the same as in Prodromus, and this shows that Van Mastricht 
consistently maintained what Voetius considered a broad definition of 
the imago Dei. 

Accordingly, Van Mastricht states that at the Fall the image of God 
in humans was in part lost, and in part retained. Van Mastricht sces 
proof of the latter in several biblical passages that ascribe the image to 
mankind in its post-lapsarian condition (Gen. 9:6, Jas. 3:9, 1Cor. 11:7). 
Not only did the human essence and faculties remain, but even some of 
the gifts in these faculties are partially left. What remained is, accord- 
ing to Van Mastricht, a “use of reason, and also a propensity to the 
good” (he refers to Rom. 1:19 and 2:15, 1 Cor. 5:1). The human domin- 


130 Prodromus, 79-82. 
131 TAPTh, 379a (ILL, c. 9, $29); “... conformitas hominis, qua suo modo refert summam Dei 
perfectionem." 


P? ThPTh, 379b-381b (III, c. 9, 8830-36); cf. 384 (III, c. 9, 845). 
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ion did not altogether disappear either. Thus in spite of the damage 
done by sin, the natural theology in the patriarchs’ day, for example, 
is also linked by Van Mastricht to the image of God.” Yet, what Van 
Mastricht calls the most important aspects (praestantissimas partes) of the 
imago Dei were not kept: fallen humans lack the “original righteous- 
ness," “total immortality,” “perfection of dominion,” and “paradisia- 
cal happiness." '?* In accordance with his broad definition of the image 
of God, Van Mastricht in his discussion of original sin specifies which 
aspects of the image God now withholds from humans, namely the 
“original justice of His image, that is wisdom to the intellect, justice and 
holiness to the will, rightness and submission to the afections.”' The 
image of God is in part repaired by the grace of regeneration. °® 

The more narrow definition of the image of God that Voetius 
seemed to prefer gives to the image of God predominantly a critical 
function with respect to how the natural human being currently is. The 
broader definition that Van Mastricht preferred has a more positive 
function, even with respect to the human being in its current condi- 
tion. This explains in part why Van Mastricht recommends to persons 
in low condition; *... realise yourself that you are nevertheless created 
according to the image of God, and that you therefore will be much 
less forsaken by God than the other creatures that lack the image of 
God ..."!'? The broad definition of the image of God includes also 
natural qualities of the human being, and as such it easily overlaps with 
aspects of philosophical anthropology. 


33 66. 


155 ThPTh, 967a-b (VII, c. 1, $12); and compare, more generally on the knowledge 
of God that can be obtained by starting from *our soul, formed according to the image 
of God”: 384-385 (ILL, c. 9, $45). 

151 ThPTh, 381b-382a (III, c. 9, $38); see already Prodromus, 82. Cf. H. Heppe/E. Bi- 
zer, Dogmatık, 189 (Reformed Dogmatics, 236-237). 

155 ThPTh, 446a—b (IV, c. 2, $19). Yet compare 444b ($10): *... ac propterea Deus, 
imaginem suam non amplius contulerit ejus [that is, of Adam] posteris ..."; 445a ($13): 
*... propter imputatum illud, Deus in poenam, nobis non confert imaginis suae justitiam 
originalem, caque absente, non potest non adesse nisi omnis injustitia”; and 447b ($23): he 
also writes about “Imagine Adami, pro imagine Dei propagata Gen. v, 1, 3." 

156 ThPTh, 997b (IIL, c. 9, $49). 

137 ThPTh, 386a-b (IIL, c. 9, $47): “Seu enim pauper es et egenus, vivendique medio- 
rum destitutissimus, cogita, te nihilominus ad imaginem Dei conditum esse, adeoque multo 
minus a Deo desertum iri, quam reliquae creaturae, imagine Dei destituta..." The lost 
image is described as “praecipua hominis dignitas," 397a (III, c. 9, $48), cf. 388b ($49) 
and, on the theme, W. Pannenberg: “Daher hat die christliche Tradition mit Recht 
in der Erschaffung des Menschen zu Gottes Ebenbild den Grund seiner Personwürde 
gesucht," Systematische Theologie, Yl, Göttingen 1991, 204 with the references listed in 
footnote 2. 
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In Van Mastricht the image of God is a theme in the polemics 
against Cartesian theology, although only a peripheral one. In his 
Novitatum cartestanarum gangraena he refers to two Cartesian innovations 
that concern the image of God. One of these is Descartes's suggestion 
that a human's idea— Van Maastricht quotes from the third meditation, 
AT VII, 51,15-20, but strikingly speaks of ideas in the plural—of God 
is related to the imago Dei. Van Mastricht’s rebuttal consists in noting 
the novelty of this perceived “part of the Divine image,” and hence the 
implied “imperfection” of earlier texts including the Bible. Theologi- 
cally, this critique may not be objectionable, but it might be applied on 
Van Mastricht himself insofar as his own interpretation of the image of 
God also seems to go beyond what the biblical texts on the image of 
God themselves state explicitly. The second Cartesian innovation men- 
tioned by Van Mastricht is Wittichius’s assumption that one function of 
"original justice, the chief part of the Divine image," would have been 
to “prevent” certain "affections" from arising out of particular “motions 
of spirits." For Van Mastricht, this claim is unacceptable because of its 
claim that the initial righteousness of the human being prevented some- 
thing that is “natural,” instead of confirming it. °° 

In his natural theology Anthonius Driessen focuses on human con- 
science, but in this the image of God is no leading theme for him. He 
rather supports a more narrow definition of the image of God. The 
latter is included “in” the soul, but not found “formally in the spiritual 
nature of the soul." Driessen's argument is that this “spiritual nature" 
can also *deny God" and in such a condition is not His image. Also the 
“dominion over other creatures" is not as such the Dei imago, for it can 
be exercised in a way that amounts to a “denial of the supreme domin- 
ion that God has over all things.” What the image consists in is “knowl- 
edge and love of God, Col. 3, Eph. 4.” This has been lost, and now cor- 
rupted mankind generates offspring in its own, not God's image.“ This 


138 Gangraena, 475—470. 

139 Gangraena, 476—477. 

140 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 297: “Homo rectus qui erat creatus, seductus 
et lapsus Liberos gignebat ad imaginem et similtudinem suam non ad imaginem Dei. 
Quae Dei imago sita erat non formaliter in spirituali animae natura, quamquam in 
illa gereretur Dei imago, et non nisi in illa repraesentari potuerit. Natura spiritualis 
aeque Deum abnegare quam repraesentare potest. Id vero non est rei imago quod 
aeque quid aliud et plane adversum quid quam rem ipsam referre potest. Sic homo 
numquam amisisset Dei imaginem qui creatura spiritualis, quod ad mentem, numquam 
esse desinit. Neque sita est Dei imago in Dominio in reliquas creaturas, quas aer, terra 
et mare habet; Dominium illud nisi sub Deo et ad Deum administ[r]atur, supremi 
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human image is “a perfect image,” but the “soul that was created righ- 
teous (de regigeschapene ziel)” was God's image rather in a remote way.'"! 
The image is not altogether lost at the Fall. There are still such “rem- 
nants of the Divine image, Gen. 9 (imagines divinae reliquiae)" as a “good 
conscience, Acts 23:1.”! Driessen seems to join Voetius in supporting 
a more narrow definition of the image of God, and he even distances 
himself from elements of the broader definition. Yet this 1s not done in 
an entirely consistent way, for sometimes Driessen works with a broader 
concept of imago Dei. Thus the image is mentioned also in the context 
of the relation between soul and body, where Driessen links the image 
of God with “our mind" and he assumes that “there is some analogical 
similarity between the power of God and our power."!? Moreover, the 
substantiality of God leads to the conclusion, given humans’ creation 
according to His image, that they cannot be *a mere mode or some 
modification.” It seems that this way of conceiving the imago can be 
questioned if Driessen's other argument applies, that the image of God 
cannot be ascribed to that which can be opposed to God. But perhaps 
the Groningen theologian just wishes to claim that the imago Dei pri- 
marily refers to “knowledge and love of God,” and secondarily to other 
properties of the human being. However this may be, in Driessen the 


quod Deus in res omnes habet Dominii est abnegatio; et ut recte administretur illud, 
requiritur jam ante sancta illa voluntas non nisi sub Deo dominandi, quae ipsa est Dei 
imago, quam constituit cognitio et amor Dei Coll. iii, Ephes. iv.” Cf. Drie vraagstukken in 
haar ware ligt gestelt, 4: the “spiritual part” is “het herstelde beeld van God in den uitverkoren 
Zondaar, en zo noemt het de H. Schriftuur in meer dan ene plaats. Col. iii. 10. Jac. ii. 
g. Eph. iv. 24. Dit beeld van God besat de regte mensch. Hy heeft het, en wy hebben 
het in hem verloren. Christus heeft de herstelling desselfs voor den zynen verdient, en 
werkt deselve kragtdadig door zynen Geest.” See also Driessen, Typus concinnandi, 72-73, 
here 72: “Imago Divina per lapsum est in totum amissa, ut arbitrii in spiritualibus liberi 
nihil remanserit." 

1*1 Ontwerp over °t aangenomen gevoelen der Kerk, 46-47, quote on 47. 

142 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 16. 

143 Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 65: “... nos sumus creati ad imaginem Dei, hinc 
analogica similitudo quaedam est inter potentiam Dei et potentiam nostram"; “... at 
vero Deus mentem nostram ad suam imaginem finxit, quid ergo pugnat, illi motricem 
potentiam dedisse?" See later in Sapientia hujus mundi, 15: “Si ergo Deus movendi poten- 
tiam habet, eamque in toto hoc universo demonstrat, ergo et nos, ad ejus imaginem et 
similitudinem facti (quamvis imago et similitudo Dei plura dicant tamen et hoc dicunt) 
etiam habemus movendi potentiam." Another reference to created natures 1s given in 
Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 290: ^... Deus producit … corpora et res brutae, quae 
alterius cum sint naturae imaginem Dei non gerunt ...” 

144 Sapientia hujus mundi, 15: “Certe si sumus Dei genus, qui vera est substantia, non 
sumus nos tantum modus vel modificatio aliqua, sic enim facti essemus ad imaginem et 
similitudinem, non verae substantiae, sed modi quod falsum est." 
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image of God was not a central theme point in his analysis of the nat- 
ural qualities of the human being, as it was not in Voetius either. This 
was different in Van Mastricht, who unambiguously choose a broad 
definition that includes natural qualities. Yet in this theologian's discus- 
sion with Cartesian theology the imago Dei was only a marginal issue. 


4. The Special Status of Man 


The biblical account of the creation of the human being according to 
the Divine image (Gen 1:26-27) implies a distinct and excellent condi- 
tion of humans. One additional way of articulating the excellence of 
man, also in the Renaissance period,!? is the affirmation—made also 
by a Reformer such as John Calvin—that human well-being was a cen- 
tral intention of God's when He created the world.! In 1670 Samuel 
Maresius referred to his former foe Gisbertus Voetius in support of 
the view that “all things" have been made “because of man, he him- 
self, however, because of God (propter hominem, ipse vero propter Deum)” 
Voetius had explained in 1638 that the “highest” end of creation “is the 
glory of God." There are also "subordinate" ends of which “the first is 
the usefulness for in particular the rational creature (primus est creaturae 
imprimis rationalis utilitas)" In support of this he refers to a number of 
biblical passages (Ps. 115:16, Isa. 45:18, Gen. 1:26-28; Jude 6), to pagan 
conviction and Stoicism. The “last” end of creation is “the salvation of 
the elect in heaven.” !* 

Voetius admits that in a certain sense it is not untrue to call the 
human being the “miracle of nature,” the “most perfect [being] in the 


15 Williams, The Common Expositor, 68-70; J. Kraye, ‘Moral philosophy,’ in: C.B. 
Schmitt et al. (eds.), The Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy, Cambridge 1988, 
303-386, here 306-316. 

146 On Calvin, see e.g. B.B. Warfield, ‘Calvin’s Doctrine of the Creation,’ in: idem, 
Calvin and Calvinism, 293, 307, 334; E. Wendel, Calvin. Sources et evolution de sa pensée 
religieuse, Paris 1950, 126, 130 (trans. Ph. Mairet, Calvin. Origins and Development of His 
Religious Thought, Grand Rapids 1997, 170—171, 176). 

147 S. Maresius, De abusu philosophiae cartesianae, surrepente et vitando in rebus theologicis et 
fidei, dissertatio theologica, Groningen 1670, 46-47, referring to Voetius, SDTh I, 560, and 
to a number of other Reformed authors. This section in Maresius is mentioned by Van 
Mastricht, Gangraena, 356, and Wittichius, Theologia pacifica, 79. Maresius's conflict with 
Voetius is described by Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 240-282. 

148 Voetius, De creatione [pars prima], [L. Spruit, 8 September 1638], SDTh I, 559- 
560. 
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universe, indeed its perfection [or] end." His first explanation has a 
more speculative character. Voetius writes that “the whole universe" 1s 
epitomised in the human being. His “real being" includes both “the 
invisible and visible nature of the world." *With respect to represen- 
tative or ideal being" the human being is “an epitome" or “a mir- 
ror,” as it were, “that represents all creatures, their virtues and excel- 
lent [qualities].”'* In the sphere of inteligible being, the human “intel- 
lect zs everything, according to Aristotle.”'® The second reason why 
the human being is “the most perfect [being] in the universe," is a 
more strictly theological, or even Christological, argument: “the Son 
of God assumed the nature of humans, not of angels, Hebr. 2:16, 11; 
Phil. 2:7.”5! This makes possible another argument: that God and 
humans are brought closely together in Jesus, “the God-man." Finally, 
man shows that he is “the perfection and end of the universe" by his 
*dominion," both of the earth and “of the invisible world, in Christ his 
Head."'? Voetius had no preference for a broad definition of the imago 
Da, but this implies by no means that he had a low appreciation of the 
human being. On the contrary, he defended human pre-eminence by 
referring to Jesus Christ, to the superiority granted with creation, and 
to a philosophical analysis of humanity. 

Descartes refused to interpret creation in terms of what is helpful 
for humans. In Descartes-research a classical text in this regard is 
Principia philosophiae, III, 882-3, where Descartes rejects the notion that 
“all things are created by Him [i.e. God] only because of us.” Here he 
declines it at least for the physical realm, where “many things exist” 
that are not helpful for humans. What could be said, he admits, 1s that 
the notion “is pious in ethics"? A similar opposition to this concept 
can also be found elsewhere in Descartes’s work. '** The main reason 


149 De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 756: “Secundum esse repraesentativum seu 
ideale. Est enim ut epitome seu compendium, ita speculum, exemplum repraesentans 
omnes creaturas, earum virtutes et excellentias". On this point, cf. Van Mastricht, 
Prodromus, 22, and 13, 14. 

150 This section summarises ‘De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 755-756. 

13! ‘De creatione, pars nona,’ SDTh I, 756. Other biblical references are Hebr. 2:12; 
Eph. 5:30. 

152 ‘De creatione, pars nona,’ SDT I, 756. 

155 See e.g. E. Gilson, Za liberté chez Descartes et la théologie, vepr., with an introduction 
by J.-L. Marion, Paris 1987, 118-123; Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 139-142; Cottingham, 
A Descartes Dictionary, 28 (s.v. ‘causes, final’); K. Lówith, Gott, Mensch und Welt in der 
Metaphysik von Descartes zu Nietzsche, Göttingen 1967, 224. See AT VIII, 80-81. 

154 See references in Gilson, Liberté, 119, Cottingham, A Descartes Dictionary, 28. 
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for Descartes's unwillingness to accept that the world was meant to 
supply the needs of humankind was his commitment to a mechanical 
philosophy. 

Descartes's position on this matter did not perhaps influence many 
Reformed theologians. Still, Van Mastricht felt the need to respond to 
Christopher Wittichius's discussion of creation *because of the human 
being.” 6 Van Mastricht quotes a number of biblical texts in support of 
the common Reformed view “that all things without exception are cre- 
ated because of the human being," while these things can at the same 
time have other functions as well. In other words, nothing is useless 
for humans.'® It is also rational (dictat ratio) to say that it is humans 
who have to praise God for the other created things, and in this con- 
text Van Mastricht can even write that “without the human being, all 
creatures would have been useless and in vain." ? Wittichius had cited 
Descartes in support of his critical remarks and in one of these quotes 
the philosopher wrote that “not the final, but the efficient causes of 
creatures must be examined." While this quote may correctly sum- 
marise Descartes's motivation (see above, note 155), Van Mastricht had 
little patience with what he saw as Wittichius’s dependence on “the 
authority of Descartes"!!! Descartes had also warned against human 


155 Van Ruler, Crisis of Causality, 141-142. 

156 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 355-356, discussing a chapter in Wittichius, Theologia 
pacifica, 75-82. Allinga responded to Van Mastricht in Decades duodecim, 190-194. 

157 Gangraena, 356, refers to Gen. 1:28; Ps. 8:4, 7 and 115:16; Matt. 25:34; Hos. 2:21— 
22; Rom. 8:20-22; 1 Cor. 3:21-23. These texts had already been quoted by S. Maresius 
in his critique of Wittichius in De abusu. philosophiae. cartestanae, 47-48, but Wittichius 
thought these texts proved little, Theologia pacifica, 80: “Loca, quae adducuntur a Cele- 
berrimo Viro $70 tantum inferunt, suo quodam sensu omnia posse dici facta esse 
propter hominem, quatenus usum aliquem ei praebere possunt, quod nos concedere 
ex superioribus est manifestum ...," and cf. Allinga, Decades duodecim, 192. In view of 
the “consensus of all orthodox theologians" Van Mastricht refers (Gangraena, 356) to 
the twelfth article of the Confessio Belgica, as was done before by Maresius, De abusu 
philosophiae cartesianae, 48; Wittichius, Theologia pacifica, 80; cf. Allinga, Decades duodecim, 
191. 

158 Gangraena, 358: “Nego quicquam a Deo conditum esse quod nullam omnino, nex 
proxime, nec per ambages homini praestet utilitatem ...” 

159 Gangraena, 356-357, here 357: “... adeo ut frustra et in vanum fuissent, citra 
hominem omnes creaturae"; here Van Mastricht also quotes approvingly Johannes 
Coccejus and Frans Burman. 

160 Gangraena, 357 (Wittichius, Theologia pacifica, 75), where the quote is identified as 
being from Descartes, Principia philosophiae, 1, $29 (AT VIII, 15, in margine). 

161 Gangraena, 358: “Atque haec demum prima est ac primaria hujus novitatis ratio, 
scil: ut sarta staret et illibata Magistri, Cartesii auctoritas, sed quam parum nos mora- 
mur”; see also 359. 
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pride,'? but Van Mastricht notes that not an individual human person 
but humanity as such is involved here. The biblically approved attitude 
is characterised by both humility (Van Mastricht refers to Ps. 8:4-9) 
and “some pious self-love” (references to ı John 3:1-2, ı Pet. 2:9, Rom. 
5:3-5). However, the Cartesian remarks of his colleague, Van Mas- 
tricht feared, would imply that God is not sufficiently praised for His 
“philanthropy.”'** 

Spinoza rejected the idea that the well-being of humans is a pur- 
pose served by other created things. '® ‘This is not surprising given his 
assumption of a unique substance: as long as God and nature are 
viewed as one single substance, it is impossible to admit particular 
ends that are imposed on nature by another being that 1s substantially 
distinct from it. In the Appendix’ of Ethica I, proposition 36, Spinoza 
claims that humans ascribed the usefulness of the things around them 
to entities that cared for them, such as gods. Spinoza, however, writes 
that “all final causes are nothing other than human inventions." He 
notes that the perfection that characterises an end is irreconcilable with 
his own thesis on the perfection of God's immediate effects, and he also 
argues that having an objective implies a deficiency and hence imper- 
fection in God.!% 

Concerning final causality Leibniz and Wolff arrive at positions that 
are more or less different from those advocated by Descartes and 
Spinoza. Karl Löwith points to a passage where Leibniz admits that 
“the happiness of rational creatures" is among God's major intentions, 
because of their “resemblance to Him,” although it does not seem to 
be His “unique end.”'” ‘The latter claim was not made by theologians 


162 Gangraena, 357 (Wittichius, Theologia pacifica, 77—78): Descartes, Principia philosophiae, 
III, 2 (AT VIII, 80, in margine). 

193 Gangraena, 358-359. Cf. De Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, IL, 175. 

164 Gangraena, 359. 

165 Cf. Löwith, Von Descartes zu Nietzsche, 222—223: “Ein Zweifel an der Einsichtigkeit 
des biblischen Glaubenssatzes, daß die Welt von Gott um des Menschen willen geschaf- 
fen wurde, findet sich schon bei Descartes und, nach Spinoza, bei Leibniz, aber ohne 
bei jenem Vorgànger und diesem Nachfolger dieselben Konsequenzen wie bei Spinoza 
zu haben"; Lówith quotes from Descartes's Principia. philosophiae and other texts (224), 
and from Leibniz’s Theodicee II, $118 (225). C£ also H.A. Wolfson, The Philosophy of 
Spinoza. Unfolding the Latent Process of His Reasoning, (1934) Cambridge/London 1983, I, 
4206. 

166 The text is quoted and discussed by Löwith, Von Descartes zu Nietzsche, 221—222. 
Spinoza, Ethica, I, prop. 36, appendix (trans. Van Suchtelen, 52-59; trans. Krop, 114- 
127; ed. Gebhardt, IL, 77-83). 

197 Löwith, Von Descartes zu Nietzsche, 225. Leibniz, Theodicee, $118; ed. Gerhardt, VI, 


270 CHAPTER FOUR 


such as Van Mastricht either. Christian Wolff claims that “God acts 
completely in accordance with [His] purposes," even though he links 
these ends with “the essence of things." He holds that God created 
things with a most important purpose (a *Haupt-Absicht bey der Welt") 
and this is the “revelation of the glory of God (Offenbahrung der Herrlichkeit 
Gottes)" 9 Thus in Wolff a mechanistic philosophy is combined with 
thinking in terms of purposes. 

The views of Spinoza, Leibniz and Wolff were no clear concern for 
Driessen, as he does not seem to have taken issue explicitly with the 
question of whether man is the end of creation. It is not easy to explain 
why this was so. It can barely be said that the question was forgotten at 
the time; it 1s still discussed, for instance, in 1763 by the Leiden theolo- 
gian Bernhardinus de Moor.” The seeming lack of polemical attention 
devoted by Driessen to this issue does not imply that he avoided con- 
siderations concerning purpose. In this category belong references to 
"the glory of God" and “the felicity of the rational creature." !"! More- 
over, when he proves God's existence “from the existence of all things 
outside of us,” in several cases the “use” of these things for humans is 
also mentioned.” This shows that Driessen did not share the Cartesian 
or Spinozistic rejection of such arguments, but basically supported the 
view of Voetius and Van Mastricht, although in a less explicit way. 


5. The Definition of Human Conscience and the Issue of Synderesis 


5.1. Voetius 


Recent research has argued that in the history of Reformed ethics 
the initial and critical focus on Aristotelian ethics made place for the 
development of ethical argument on Christian premises.? Although 


168 (trans. Buchenau, 174). Cf. ed. Gerhardt VI, 169: l'ancienne maxime assés decriée, 
que tout est fait uniquement pour l'homme" (trans. Buchenau, 175). 

168 Wolff, Vernünfflige Gedancken von Gott, 632-638 (81026-1038), quotes from 632 
($1026) and 633 (881027, 1028). 

169 Wolff, Vernünfflige Gedancken von Gott, 642 and 643 ($1044 and 1045), respectively. 

170 De Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, IL, Leiden 1763, 172-176. 

171 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 290-291, cf. 202, 199: “Nos res cum causis 
suis et fine connectimus. Hanc scientiam et ratiocinationem brutis derogamus.” 

172 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 198, 204-206. 

173 M.WE Stone, “The adoption and rejection of Aristotelian moral philosophy in 
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conscience is not an Aristotelian concept," it certainly belongs to 
the realm of ethics, and the question can be raised as to whether 
Reformed thought on conscience also has moved from a more philo- 
sophical to a more theological stance. The course of this paragraph 
may show that the influence of philosophy has not really diminished 
from Voetius to Driessen. ‘This influence rather changed in terms of 
character: Driessen’s broad concept of conscience can be regarded as 
a— perhaps somewhat indirect— product of Cartesian philosophy. For 
Driessen conscience was very important, as is indicated by the fact that 
he published his natural theology under the title “Light and Doctrine of 
Conscience (Lumen et doctrina conscientiae." What conception of conscience 
forms the background of this decision and how can it be explained? 
In surveying the definitions of conscience special attention needs to be 
given to the question of what is permanent in conscience. If Paul writes 
in the Epistle to the Romans that non-Jews also have “the work of the law 
written in their hearts, their conscience also bearing witness" (2:15 AV), 
he seems to say that all humans are, to some extent, aware of the law of 
God. How did Reformed theology account for this? 

Voetius defines conscience (conscientia) as “the judgement of man on 
himself, or on his state and actions, insofar as these are subject to the 
judgement of God."!? In this definition and also in his exposition on 
a “doubting conscience (conscientia dubia)” Voetius sees himself in basic 
agreement with Roman Catholics and Protestants such as “Perkins, 
Baldwin, Ames.”' As a formula his definition indeed very closely 
resembles the description given by English Puritan William Ames in 
his work De conscientia et etus ture vel casibus—a book Voetius clearly 
appreciated: *human conscience ... is the judgement of a human 
being on himself, insofar as he is subjected to the judgement of God.” 178 


Reformed “casuistry,”’ in: J. Kraye/M.W.E Stone, Humanism and Early Modern Philosophy, 
London/New York 2000, 59-90. 

174 H, Reiner, ‘Gewissen,’ HWPh III, 574-592, here 575. 

175 Voetius, De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante’ [N. Haringh, 17 December 
1656], SDTh II, 827: “Conscientia in genere definitur, judicium hominis de semetipso, seu 
de statu et actionibus suis, prout subjiciuntur judicio Dei.” 

176 ‘De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante,’ SDTh III, 827, cf. 828: *... conscientia 
dicitur dictamen seu judicium super aliquo a nobis faciendo aut facto ...” 

177 Voetius on Ames's De casibus conscientiae: “Legant ipsi studiosi utilissimum hoc 
scriptum"; ‘De praxi fide!’ [BJ. Saenvliet, 24 November 1638], SDTh IL, 505. As A.C. 
Duker notes, he also used Ames's works in his teaching; Gisbertus Voetius, III, 20-21, see 
Voetius, ‘De practica theologie’ [J. Cuypius, 21 February 1646], SDTh III, 8-9. 

178 W, Geesink (ed), William Amezes, Vijf boeken van de conscientie en haar regt of gevallen. 
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In view of what belongs to the core of human conscience, it is 
useful to have a brief look into the Middle Ages, when a disünction 
between consctentia and synderesis was developed. The word synderesis, 
originally a writer's error (for ovvet6nots), became the term for the 
centre of conscience.!” It has been argued that Voetius “accepted and 
passed on without criticism" the medieval concept of synderesis,'? but 
this statement needs qualification, because interpretations of synderesis 
and conscience varied. For Bonaventure the former was “an affective 
potency" and the latter “a habit of the practical intellect.”'®! Aquinas 
considered them habit and act, respectively. ? Duns Scotus regarded 
each as a habit, in the one case involving principles (synderesis), and in 
the other conclusions (conscience). 9? 

Like William Ames, Voetius defined conscience as a self-judgement 
under God. Yet this does not mean there is no difference between Ames 
and Voetius. Ames considers— “with the best scholastic teachers," he 
says—conscience to be an act.'®* In doing so, Ames distanced himself 
from those earlier thinkers who considered it a faculty or a habit.!* 


Vertaalt en met uytgedrukte Schriftuur plaatsen vermeerdert door C. v. Wallendal, Amsterdam 1896, 
1 (I, c. 1, $1). C£. on Ames: L.W. Gibbs, “The Puritan Natural Law Theory of William 
Ames,’ Harvard Theological Review 64 (1971) 37-57, here 54-57. 

179 E Krüger, ‘Gewissen HI. Mittelalter und Reformationszeit, TRE XIII, 219-225, 
here 219; H. Reiner, ‘Gewissen,’ HWPh II, 582; T.C. Potts, Conscience in Medieval Philos- 
ophy, Cambridge (1980) 2002; P. Prins, Het geweten, Delft 1937, 216-218. Cf. M. Schmidt, 
*Biblizismus und natürliche Theologie in der Gewissenslehre des englischen Puritanis- 
mus, Archiv für Reformationsgeschichte 42 (1951) 198-219 [continued in 43 (1952) 70-87], 
here 204: “Der eigentliche Beitrag der mittelalterlichen Theologen zur Gewissenslehre 
hatte darin bestanden, aus einer Glosse des Hieronymus zu Ezechiel 1,4-14 die Unter- 
scheidung zwischen der synderesis, der unverlierbaren góttlichen Grundlage, ja Natur- 
kraft, und der conscientia, ihrer praktischen Betätigung im einzelnen, zu gewinnen." 

190 Prins, Het geweten, 290. 

13! Reiner, ‘Gewissen,’ 582. Cf. Krüger, ‘Gewissen,’ 220; Potts, Conscience, 32-44. 

182 Reiner, ‘Gewissen,’ 582. Cf. Krüger, ‘Gewissen,’ 220; Potts, Conscience, 45-60. 

183 R, Hofmann, Die Gewissenslehre des Walter von Brügge O.EM. und die Entwicklung der 
Gewissenslehre in der Hochscholastik, Münster 1941, 118-119. Of. the view of E Suárez, 
De anima, 4.10.9; IIL, 752b: *... synderesis nomen est non intellectus, sed habitus in eo 
existentis ..."; “Jam conscientia significat habitum quemdam dimanantem a synderesi 
immediate, vel mediate judicio alicujus conclusionis practicae, est enim conscientia 
quoddam actuale examen nostrarum operationum, quo judicamus illas malas esse, aut 
bonas ...” 

184 Ames, Vijf boeken van de conscientie, 2 (I, c. 1, $6). 

185 J.D. Eusden (ed.), Ames, Marrow of Theology, 42. See Ames, Vijf boeken van de conscien- 
tie, 1-2 (I, c. 1, $4, against Perkins, and $5, against Bonaventure, Duns Scotus, Duran- 
dus de Sancto Porciano). Cf. W. Perkins, A Discourse of conscience. Wherein is set dovone the 
nature, properties, and differences thereof, as also the way to get and keep good conscience. [1596], 
Chapter 1, ed. in Th.E Merrill, William Perkins, 1558-1602, English Puritanist. His Pioneer 
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Voetius defined conscience in quite the same way as Ames, but he left 
open the question of whether conscience is a power, act or habit. As 
far as synderesis 1s concerned, Voetius elsewhere argued that it could 
be called both habit and power. It is a power because 1t 1s connected 
with the nature of humans. It is a habit because it helps the intellect 
in its moral considerations. Voetius mentions that Thomas denied to 
conscience the status of a power, and that Jerome de Medicis did the 
same with regard to “the properly so called synderesis.” Yet Voetius dis- 
agrees and considers both “a natural power." What Voetius means 
by “synderesis in the proper sense,” can be concluded from his Syllabus 
quaestionum ad decalogum, where he disünguishes two aspects in human 
conscience. The first part is “synderesis, conscience in the strict sense, 
that is a norm," and the second part “is a judge or a sentence of a 
judge.”'” In other words, Voetius still makes use of the medieval con- 
cept of synderesis and, precisely speaking, he means by this the “index” 
or permanent normative content in conscience. 

The theological and philosophical significance of this centre of con- 
science 1s considerable: its universal permanence in humans seems the 
major reason why discussions about whether conscience is an act, a 
power, or a habit can be important.'? According to Thomas Aquinas 


Works on Casuistry: “A Discourse of Conscience” and “The Whole Treatise of Cases of Conscience,” 
Nieuwkoop 1966, 5-6, here 5: *... conscience is not a bare knowledge or judgement 
of the understanding (as men comonly write) but a naturall power, facultie, or created 
qualitie, from whence knowledge and judgement proceede as effects.” On Durandus 
see Hofmann, Gewissenslehre, 119-121. 

186 Voetius, ‘Problematum de creatione, pars nona,’ SD V, Utrecht 1669, 225: “Utrum 
synteresis sit potentia, an habitus. D. Resp. potentia dici potest, quatenus a Deo in et cum 
natura omnibus et singulis hominibus, indita est: habitus vero, quatenus disponit, mo- 
dificat, inclinat, et facilitat mentem hominis circa cognitionem, dijudicationem, et 
collationem principiorum practicorum. Confer dispp. de Atheismo. Thomas ı qu. 79, 
art. I3, negat conscientiam proprie posse dici potentiam; quam ipsius determinationem 
Hieron. de Medicis in sua explicatione Formali etiam applicat ad synteresin proprie 
dictam. Sed nos utramque illo respectu et sub distinctione allata potentiam naturalem 
dici posse putamus: quomodo imago Dei a nostris Theologis dicitur naturalis." 

187 “Syllabus quaestionum ad decalogum,’ SDTh IV, 767: “An partes ejus [conscien- 
tiae] recte constituantur, synteresis, conscientia stricte dictam, quae index est, et Eficrisis, 
quae judex est, seu sententia Judicis? Aff.” 

188 Cf. Voetius's pupil J. Hoornbeek: “An vero [conscientia] mentis notat facultatem 
vel potentiam, an actum, an habitum, de eo disputant cum Scholasticis, etiam Practici. 
Primo quaestio non est tanti, ut magna hic debeat constitui sententiarum discrepantia, 
quae etiam im unum omnes compingi possunt ac conjungi. Si tamen placeat óxoifov, 
censeo facultatem dicendam potius, quam actum, vel habitum. Non habitum, quia ante 
eum, et naturaliter omni homini inest conscientia: quum habitus sit tantummodo qui 
variis actibus acquiritur. Non etiam actus, quia nec semper actum suum exercet, nec 
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synderesis “is a habit, comprising the precepts of natural law.”'® In a 
similar way, John Duns Scotus writes in his Lectura “that if synderesis is 
something that always resists evil and always tends to the good ...,” it 
can be identified with “the law of nature written in the practical intel- 
lect ..."!9 Voetius too links synderesis and natural law.!”' But he considers 
the “supernatural, revealed” law of God—not just “natural law"—to be 
"the adequate rule of conscience," and this reveals his Reformed con- 
viction that only the Word of God can bind conscience.! Yet there is 
“something permanent (permanens aliquidi)^ in conscience in the sense 
of synderesis or natural law, and this is ineradicably inherent in humans. 
There is no human being whatsoever “without the law of nature, syn- 
deresis, and natural conscience."' More precisely the “essence” of 


cessante actione extinguitur: sed facultas animae aut mentis est, uti scire, ita conscire 
posse, ex quo actus oritur sciendi et consciendi; ab actibus variis habitus id agendi bene, 
aut male"; Theologia practica, 1, Utrecht 1663, 285-286. 

199 Prins, Het geweten, 221, 566-567; Thomas, S. Theol. I/II, q. 94, art. 1 ad 2. 

190 J, Duns Scotus, Lectura in librum secundum | sententiarum, d. 39, q. 1-2, n. 24, in: 
Opera omnia, XIX, Civitas vaticana 1993, 384,5-9; cf. the references in Hofmann, 
Gewissenslehre, 119 footnote 68. 

1?! Voetius, ‘De atheismo, pars secunda’ [G. de Bruyn, 29 June 1639], SDTR I, 141: 
*... synechdochice legem naturae aut synteresin ...” 

192 ‘Syllabus quaestionum,’ 767. See also ‘De foro poli et soli,” SDTh IV, 66: “In foro 
poli seu conscientiae nihil attenditur, nisi jus divinum tabulis veteris et novi Testamenti 
consignatum. Cui addimus jus naturale, ex lumine naturalis synteresios, et rectae 
rationis rite deductum, scripturae nullibi repugnans"; 71: *... ın foro poli unica norma 
et perfecta atque adaequata regula judicii, est lex divina primario et plene in verbo 
Dei; secundario et aliqua etiam ex parte in lumine naturae ac rectae ratione, revelata. 
Rom. 2 vers. 14, 15^; 85: "Conscientiae nostrae perfecta et adaequata regula est solum 
Dei verbum: non corpus juris civilis, aut canonici, aut quaecunque leges humanae; 
nec etiam Ethica Platonica, Stoica, aut Peripatetica"; 87 (on the distinction mentioned 
in the title, see 62: *... semper distinguendum est inter wmmutabilem legem divinam ac 
naturalem, et inter leges ac consuetudines humanas; inter jus divinum, et humanum; inter 
forum poli, et soli” See also C.A. de Niet (ed. and trans), Gisbertus Voetius, De praktijk 
der godzaligheid, Il, Utrecht 1996, 237-244, here 238 (= Voetius, Ta Asketika sive exercitia 
pietatis, Gorinchem 1664, 288-300, here 290). 

195 ‘De atheismo, pars tertia’ [G. de Bruyn, 6 July 1639], SDTh I, 164. 

19! ‘De atheismo, pars secunda,’ SDTh I, 143-144: “Secunda, sequeretur hominem 
aliquem esse sine lege naturae, synteresi et conscientia naturali; Quod absurdum est, 
et legem eam non posse deleri plane de mentibus hominum docet experientia, et 
egregie disputant Scholastici ad 1.2 [of Thomas's Summa theologica], quaest. 94, art. 6. 
Nominatim et Zwarez tract de legibus libr. 2, cap. 13 et ex nostris Willetus in Roman. 2:14. 
Confer Armin. disputat. 14, thesi 8. Tilenum tom 1 disputat. 10 thes. 6, 7 ...” (cf. Disputatio 
theologica de modis cognoscendi Deum’ [S. van Houten, 11 November 1665], SD V, 
461); ‘De atheismo, pars tertia,’ 161, 164. See also Voetius, Appendix ad disputationem 
theologicam de jure et justitia Dei’ [M.A. Lansman, 2 December 1644], SDTh I, 368, 
cf. 371. 
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synderesis is ineradicable, just as “intellect and rational nature in the 
human being” are. But as far as “second acts” (i.e. the actual deeds) 
are concerned synderesis “can be extinguished,” and this is what various 
biblical texts (Voetius mentions Rom. 1:28, 1 Tim. 4:2, and Eph. 4:18— 
19) say. This stress on the permanence of conscience is also moti- 
vated by Romans 1:20: Paul's statement that humans have no excuse for 
ungodliness would be undermined if the moral awareness of human 
conscience could indeed be eradicated. Hence Voetius's insistence that 
natural theology has a certainty that is based also in human reason— 
as a secondary basis, in addition to biblical revelation as its primary 
foundation.'** Voetius takes conscience as an essential characteristic of 
the human being and in this way conscience 1s a theme not only in 
theology, but also in philosophy. 


5.2. Van Mastricht 


The definition of conscience given by Ames and Voetius is in essence 
maintained by Petrus van Mastricht, from his Prodromus of 1666 until 
his later /dea theologiae moralis. Van Mastricht generally reveals his depen- 
dence on Ames by taking faith on the one hand and observance on the 
other as the two constituent elements of theology, and his /dea theologiae 
moralis is the first part of observance.'? Van Mastricht briefly describes 
conscience as “a judgement of the human being about himself, inso- 


195 *Problematum de creatione, pars nona,’ SD V, 225, with reference to the disputa- 
tion on atheism (see previous footnote). Cf. ‘De jure et justitia Dei,’ $D77 1, 348, as well 
as ‘De ignorantia, SDTh III, 662.— Voetius also refers (De atheismo, pars secunda,’ 
SDTh I, 144) to his earlier discussion in Thersites heautontimorumenos, 179-180: if humans 
could really “with persuasion of the mind” think that “there is no God,” in that impos- 
sible case “nulla esset synteresis et conscientia naturalis quae nititur cognitione numinis, 
omni homini a natura judita [indita] contra Rom. 2 v. 14, 15 cum Iohan. 1 v. 9, Actor. 
14: 15, I6, 17, et 17: 22, Psal. 19 v. 1, 2, 3, 4, omnesque Commentatores, excepto Socino. 
Ubi enim non est cognitio seu yvooróv legislatoris, ibi nullum opus legis in cordibus 
scriptum. lam vero conscientia omnibus creaturis rationalibus inest, ut recte Armin. 
disp. 14, thes. 8, et Tilenus tom. r, disp. 10, thes. 6, 7, nec potest lex naturae paenitus 
exstingul aut deleri, ut commentatores observant ad Roman. 2:14, inter alios Willetus 
p. 121.” 

196 *De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante, pars secunda' [P. Laccher, 11 February, 
1657], SDTh, III, 839-840. Here natural theology is understood as the theology “... 
quam alieni a fide et destituti verbo Dei habere possunt ex lumine et ratione naturali; 
et quam Christiani habent aut habere possunt ex eodem lumine tanquam principio 
secundario, et simul ex verbo Deo tanquam principio primario," first part [N. Haringh, 
17 December 1656], SDT III, 829. 

197 See the literature mentioned in footnote 83 of the Introduction. Eusden (ed.), 
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far as he is subjected to God (Est judicium hominis de seipso, prout subjicitur 
Deo).”' In his chapter on conscience Van Maastricht quite closely fol- 
lows Ames. He describes conscience as an act, Just as Ames did: “It 
is a judgement of the intellect, not so much of the theoretical, but of 
the practical [intellect]."!*? This judgement takes the form of what Van 
Mastricht describes as a “practical syllogism,” such as this: “Whoever 
believes will be saved; I believe; therefore I will be saved." In Greek 
jargon, Van Mastricht calls the three parts of this syllogism synderesis, 
syneidesis, and krisis, respectively. This can be read in different words 
in Ames but apparently not in Voetius.?" Van Mastricht argues that 
in the major proposition of the syllogism (the synderesis), conscience is 
a law. The minor proposition represents a witness, and the conclu- 
sion can be considered the judge.?! In a somewhat more extensive 
passage in the earlier Prodromus Van Mastricht had described syndere- 
sis as *... the practical principles that are either created together with 
the mind by God, or collected from elsewhere, namely from Scripture 
..."?? Synderesis, therefore, has not disappeared in Van Mastricht, for 
it is mentioned as major or “law (lex)” in the syllogism that constitutes 
the act of conscience, but in the /dea theologiae moralis (I, c. 3, Sr) this 
is not further elaborated. The fact that Van Mastricht relates syndere- 


Ames, Marrow, 79 (IL, $1). Van Mastricht, ThPTh, 49b (1.2.10); the other component of 
observantia 1s covered by the Hypotyposis theologiae asceticae. 

199 ThPTh, 1204 (the Idea theologiae moralis is printed in one volume with ThPTh). Cf. 
earlier in Prodromus, 99: “Ad posteriorem spectat conscientia, quae judicium est dianoëticum 
hominis de semetipso suisque actionibus, quatenus subjiciuntur judicio Dei.” Cf. S. Rutherford’s 
definition: “It seemeth to me to be a power of the practicall understanding according to which 
the man is oblidged and directed to give judgement of himselfe, that is of his state and condition, and of 
all his actions, inclinations, thoughts and words”, see A Free Disputation Against Pretended Liberty of 
Conscience, 3. 

199 TAPTh, 1204: “Est judicium. Proinde actus intellectus, non tam theoretici, quam 
practici.” 

200 ThPTh, 1204. Ames, Vijf boeken van de conscientie, 2 (I, c. 1, 88 and 10). Cf. also 
Rutherford, A Free Disputation, 6. 

201 ThPTh, 1204: “Ratione majoris est lex; minoris testis et liber; conclusionis, Judex." Cf. 
Ames, Vijf boeken van de conscientie, 2 (I, c. 1, $9). 

202 Prodromus, 99: “Ad quod tria ista requiruntur. 1. ovvtmmeroets principia scil. practica, 
aut menti divinitus concreata; aut aliunde, puta e Scriptura collecta, hactenus quidem 
luminis ac legis rationem habent, et propositionem formant in syllogismo conscientiae 
v.g. quicunque hoc aut illud facit, morietur, etc. 2. ovveiönoıg seu conscientia stricte dicta, 
qua ovvrnonosig homo sibi applicat: hactenus testis, judicis et libri rationem habet, et 
assumtionem fundat in syllogismo, conscientiae: Ego hoc vel illud feci, aut non feci etc. 3. 
Koioıs quae e ovvrng&oeon, juxta ovveiónotw, de homine ejusque factis sententiam pro- 
nunciat, unde judicis rationem habet in homine, Deique Judex subordinatus appellatur. 
Confer de his Ames. de Conscient. lib. I, c. 1 etc.” 
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sis to creation provokes the question of how the permanence of a law 
that 1s inherent in humans as such can be harmonised with a defini- 
tion of conscience as an “act of the intellect.” Perhaps the answer 
would be that synderesis is not in itself, strictly taken, an act, but only 
a starting point for the act, and that it only provides the necessary 
data on which the syllogistic activity is based. The medieval term syn- 
deresis does not seem to be used frequently at all, and Ames's discus- 
sion of scholastic theories has disappeared in Van Mastricht, who fol- 
lowed Ames rather than Voetius 1n his conception of conscience as a 
syllogism. 

Voetius remains closely related to earlier scholastic theology by link- 
ing synderesis with natural law. As has been noted above, in his Pro- 
dromus Van Mastricht linked synderesis not only to natural but also to 
biblical principles. ‘Thus, synderesis still belongs to the domain of philo- 
sophical thought, but this is not emphasised. Here Van Mastricht takes 
a similar course as did Scottish theologian Samuel Rutherford, who 
reckoned to the synderesis not only the “morall principles of right and 
wrong, known by the light of nature,” but also the “Scripture and 
Gospel-truths" that are “part of the inlightened and supernaturall Con- 
science”? 


5.3. Driessen 


Driessen moved the concept of conscience into the centre of natural 
theology. His definition of conscience is clearly broader than that given 
by Voetius and Van Mastricht.?® In his view, conscience or ovvetónoitc 
means that “you know that you act and therefore that you are and what 
you are doing (Dicit te scire quod agas indeque quod sis, et quid agas), or it 
means “knowledge of some truth and of the law that is in your soul 
(dicit scientiam alicujus veritatis et legis quae est in animo tuo).” This knowledge 
is not limited to the human sphere, but is knowledge shared with God: 
God knows what human beings know and human beings are aware 


203 Cf. ThPTh, 68b-6ga (IL, c. 2, §12): Conscience is a “testimony (testimonium)” 
of God's existence (cf. Voetius, ‘De atheismo, pars quarta, 213); humans “legem Dei 
inscriptam gestent cordibus ..." 

204 Rutherford, A Free Disputation, 6—7. 

205 In his work on conscience P. Prins did not notice the contribution Driessen (“een 
toen ... vermaard ethicus") made to reflections on human conscience, for he consulted 
only Driessen's early book on ethics, Evangelische zedekunde (Utrecht 1716, 17172); Prins, 
Het geweten, 309 n. 2. 
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of this. Therefore Driessen calls conscience a “first argument for the 
existence of God,” in the sense of a “non-technical argument.” 
Driessen's definition of conscience is broader than the one given by 
Voetius and Van Mastricht. It 1s a consciousness that a person has 
of his own deeds (from which several further conclusions are drawn, 
such as that this person “is a singular and spiritual substance, distinct 
from the body") and it is also a consciousness of the moral quality 
of these actions. Moreover, Driessen regards conscience as a source 
for knowing “that I am free ... that I am immortal ... that I am 
not generated by transfer [from my parents, traductio], but immediately 
created by God.” It also helps to know the attributes “of my Author,” 
who created humans without sin.?? Conscience becomes, in Driessen, 
together with “freedom (libertas)," “one of the leading faculties” of the 
soul to which the others are subordinated. Driessen says, conscience 
declares “how the intellect must understand, how judgement must 
judge, how the will must will, and also whether it understands, judges 
and wills rightly.” This seems to suggest that conscience both precedes 
the understanding, judgement, and will, and afterwards evaluates their 
actions.” [n any case, in Driessen conscience has both a moral (good 
and evil) and an epistemological or metaphysical (truth and falsity) 
component. Conscience is one of the most important faculties of the 
human soul, and human reason (ratio) is distinct from it. In Driessen’s 
description, reason invites conscience to provide knowledge of what 
is true, and if this is provided, it follows the guidelines of conscience. 
Reason is eager to conform to reality such as it is.” Thus it seems that 


206 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 2. On the ‘non-technical’ character, cf. 112: 
“Omnes veritates de Deo per Rationem cognoscibiles sunt in atexvo Conscientiae de 
Deo doctrina, ad quam attendendum est." 

207 The quotes are from pp. [i]-[ii] of the ‘Totius operis compendium et analysis’ in 
Lumen et doctrina conscientiae; see also 2—8. 

208 Lumen et doctrina. conscientiae, 8: “Debent adeoque hae duae Facultates Libertas (de 
qua suo loco) et Conscientia dominari, reliquae servire; dominatur equidem Libertas, 
quae Mentis velut numen sub Deo est, sed non licet agere pro arbitrio sed agnoscere 
tenetur hunc Dei vicarium, non nisi ex conscientia agere licet. Sicque capis qui Con- 
scientia distinguatur a reliquis Facultatibus. Conscientia declarat quomodo intellectus 
intelligere, judicium judicare, voluntas velle debeat, et an recte intelligat, judicet, velit." 

209 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 17: “Et distinguenda Ratio, Facultas quae hanc ratio- 
nem [ie. probably what Driessen previously called ‘ratio in se, Subjectwa’: the nature 
itself of the thing] videre potest, videre vult et videt, cum Conscientia; Ratio praecedit 
et sequitur Conscientiam; vult habere veras rerum notiones et videre verum nexum 
qui est inter notiones; ubi Conscientia illum videt, et secundum illum agendum dictat, 
Ratio vult sequi quodque dictat et imperat Conscientia, exsequutioni mandat. Ergo 
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Driessen claimed both that reason precedes and follows conscience, 
and that conscience precedes and follows reason.?^ His exact position 
on the relationship between the two faculties is therefore not easy 
to understand. Yet it is noteworthy that Driessen gave his book the 
title Lumen et doctrina conscientiae rather than rationis. This suggests that, 
for him, conscience 1s the more decisive concept in a survey of natural 
theology, and this corresponds to his broad definition of conscience, as 
a faculty that 1s operating not only in the domain of ethics, but also of 
truthful knowledge. 

What explanation can be given for the emergence of a broad con- 
ception of conscience? The impact of Cartesian philosophy seems to 
be a significant factor for this. Cartesianism stressed the human sub- 
ject by ascribing a pivotal function to the human cogito and cogitationes 
or ideas. In later Cartesian theology an ethical dimension was added 
by moving conscience to the forefront and thus joining together self- 
consciousness (and its Cartesian interpretation as the gateway to other 
knowledge) and ethical conscience. This can be seen in the work of 
Driessen’s teacher H.A. Róell.?' Johannes Braun, a Cocceio-Cartesian 
theologian, also opted for a broad conception of conscience”? This was 


Ratio Conscientiam involvens, latius se extendit, et dicit Facultatem et inclinationem agendi 
convenienter rerum Naturae, semper observandı proportionem quam res inter se et ipsa ad res habet ...” 
(for the latter description, see also 94). 

210 For the latter order, see the text quoted in footnote 208. 

211 J, van Sluis, Herman Alexander Röell, Leeuwarden 1988, 17, 50-51, 178, 180. See also 
A. Diosi, Disputatio philosophica de conscientia, Franeker 1709 —a disputation supervised by 
Röell (Van Sluis, Röell, 212)—3-4: “Quod Conscientia homini sit naturalis, quatenus 
est res cogitans, et quod ita in genere sumpta late pateat, et dicat scientiam omnium 
eorum, quae in nobis sunt. IV. Sed sumitur etiam specialius. (1) Pro scientia Principi- 
orum tum Theoreticorum tum Practicorum, scilicet pro fundamento judicii de vero et 
falso, bono et malo. V Unde nascitur (2) Judicium de bonitate, aut malitia facti, ejusque 
convenientia cum jure. VI Pro sententia mentis (3) de justitia aut injustitia, proemio aut 
poena secundum factum." 

212 See e.g. J. Braun, Doctrina foederum sive systema theologicae didacticae et elencticae, perspicua 
atque facili Methodo, Amsterdam 1688, 92: *Nihil enim aliud intelligimus per conscientiam, 
quam clarissimum istud /umen, per quod non tantum cognoscimus omnes nostras cogi- 
tationes, sed per quod etiam plenissime sumus persuasi de veritate rerum, in verbo Deo, 
aut in sana ratione revelatarum, ita ut ne minima quidem contradictio, aut dubium, in 
mente nostra amplius possit habere locum" (in Dutch in Leere der verbonden ofte kort begryp 
der onderwysige en wederleggige Godgeleerdheid, 3rd ed., Amsterdam 1723, 103). B. de Moor, 
who adhered to the more restricted definition (Commentarius perpetuus, Il, 1047), mentions 
the disagreement between Marckius and Braun; Commentarius perpetuus, III, 245-250. 
(C£ C. Graafland, ‘Structuurverschillen tussen voetiaanse en coccejaanse geloofsleer,” 
in: Broeyer/Van der Wall (eds.), Richtingenstryd, 28-53, here at 45-46; Hoedemaker, Fon- 
dament, 321). On Braun, see P. Steenbakkers, ‘Johannes Braun (1628-1708), cartesiaan in 
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one of the points on which Braun's Groningen colleague Johannes Mar- 
ckius disagreed. Marckius complained about the divergent definitions 
of conscience given by the defenders of its infallibility?? He opposed 
his colleague's identification of “conscience and reason," and the infal- 
libility ascribed to 1t.?'* 

In Driessen's explanation of conscience at the beginning of his book 
Lumen et doctrina conscientiae the word synderesis seems absent, and this sug- 
gests that for Driessen the medieval background that was still present in 
Voetius and to a lesser extent in Van Mastricht has disappeared as a 
point of reference.’ Instead, a broad notion of conscience is devel- 
oped that enables Driessen to speak about “the light” of conscience 
as "the true notions of things, and of their relation, connection or 
conflict among one another.”?!° ‘This confirms that for Driessen con- 
science is not limited to a legal or moral domain, but has a general 
focus on truth. Thus he describes conscience as “the principle of all 
notions, judgements and reasonings (notionum omnium, judiciorum et rati- 
ocintorum principium et cynosura)."?" Yet the ruinous consequences of sin 


Groningen,’ NAK 77 (1997) 196-210; C. Graafland, 'Braun(ius) (Brun), Johannes (Jean), 
BLGNP V, 87-89, on Braun's Cartesian emphasis on conscience, here 88b; for literature 
on conscience, see also M. Vitringa, Doctrina christianae religionis, U, 135-137. 

213 De Moor, Commentarius perpetuus, II, 248, referring to Marckius, Compendium theolo- 
giae christianae, 275 (c. 15, $29): “Uti ab altera parte nullibi minor constantia cernitur, 
quam in conscientiae descriptione, quae modo ab omni judicio est diversissima, modo 
reflexam actionum nostrarum notitiam unice notat, modo nescio quod lumen quo de 
veritate rerum omnium certissime sumus persuasi dicit, modo ab actionibus vulgo illi 
tributis describitur." 

214 T. Marckius, Appendix narrationis apologetiae qua defensio J. Br. Ad examen vocatur, Gro- 
ningen 1687, 162—163: “... sed asseritur conscientiam et rationem tibi esse Synonyma, et te 
hanc plane facere nesciam fallere et falli, ut cognoscat infallibiliter omne bonum et malum, 
id improbatur. Quin etiam si explicationem conscientiae per rationem revocaveris, et ad 
persuasionem tuam, vel actum reflexum mentis recurreris, haud minus erroris redargueris; 
dum plenissima persuasio atque memoria nostra, quae est conscientia praeteritorum 
actionum frequentissime erroris convincitur." In Groningen Braun was responsible for 
a corollary saying: “Conscientiam, seu Sacrum Rationis Oraculum, dignoscendi ea 
quae sunt Deum decentia, vel indecentia, licita vel illicita, vera vel falsa, fallere vel falli 
posse, contradictorium est," quoted in Marckius, Narratio apologetica protestationis, atque 
oppositionis, a se institutae contra nonnullas 7. Br. theses, Groningen 1686, 37. 

215 However, conscience is called “scientiam alicujus veritatis el legis quae est in animo tuo,” 
Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 2. For references to law, see also 7; Rom. 2:15 has also a legal 
aspect (quoted on 12, 14). 

216 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 10: “Per Lucem vero aliud non intelligimus quam veras 
rerum notiones earumque ad se invicem relationem, nexum vel pugnam," cf. 7. 

217 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 189. This is not to say that Driessen accepted “innate 
ideas” (e.g. 172-173). There is an innate awareness of God (“Sicque est Dei scientia 
et innata et acquisita," 112), but ideas are formed by humans: “Manifestum ergo est 
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have also affected human conscience, as can be seen in its “prejudices 
and desires," and in other expressions of depravity. Worshippers of idols 
can have a conscience that does not protest at all.?? Conscience is often 
inactive, but it remains a faculty in the human soul.?? Driessen claims 
that conscience is reliably true if one is uncompromisingly opposed to 
“prejudices and desires,” and keen to “proceed by a certain method.” 
Even biblical passages about a conscience affected by sin leave intact 
"that the dictate of conscience is certain"?! Driessen here takes sides 
with Cocceius and Cartesian theologians who defended that conscience 
is always right.?? A critical remark of Driessen’s colleague Van Velzen 
also points in this direction.” 

Conscience was a most significant concept for Driessen. As he gave 
it a broad meaning, its philosophical significance was by definition 
greater than that of Voetius’s definition. Voetius would not have 
claimed, as Driessen did, that “every demonstration ultimately falls 
back upon conscience, without which no true notion nor a correct 
judgement and reasoning can be formed.” Conscience is also “innate 
and indelible (innata et indelebilis).”*> Driessen’s approach towards con- 


intellectionem vel ideam distinctam esse a Conscientia et Experientia, quia multi homines, 
quamquam sui et Dei Conscientiam habeant, ad eam non attendentes neque sui neque 
Dei ideam distinctam habent, neque aliorum Spirituum a se distinctorum, quorum 
tamen operationes experiuntur. Sic vides nostri et Det conscientiam. nobis esse innatam et 
Naturalem, sed ideam neque nostri neque Det Nobis esse innatam, sed ab intellectu libere attendente 
utramque formari ...” (112). 

218 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 9. 

219 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 10. 

220 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 12-13: “Sed tamen ubi ratiocinatur circa illa quae 
sub suum Lumen cadunt, ubi praejudicia et cupiditates seposuit, ubi certa methodo 
procedit, scire potest certo se non aberrare. Sed an illud potest per vires suas naturales? 
Potest circa illa, quae sub suum lumen naturale cadunt ..."; 13: “Non errat Conscientia, 
quod illa pronunciat verissimum est." 

221 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 15-16. Driessen mentions Hebr. 10:22, 1 Cor. 8:7-10, 
1 Cor. 10:29, Tit. 1:15. Cf. 15: “Conscientia modo indicat nexum qui verus est, error est 
in judicio, non in Conscientia." 

222 References in Vitringa, Doctrina christianae religionis, II, 136-137. 

223 C. van Velzen, Antwoord, 46: “... als of het de allerzekerste waarheden zijn/ die 
hem zijne [i.e. Driessen's] conscientie/ welke niet dwalen kan na zijne mening/ of 
Godt daar door spreekende/ dicteert." 

224 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 174: “... omnis demonstratio tandem recidit 
in Conscientiam, sine qua neque vera notio neque rectum judicium et ratiocinium for- 
mari posset," cf. 176, and 172: *... nos neque nostri neque spirituum nobis similium 
formare ideas nisi attendentes ad Conscientiam ..." He also speaks of *... Conscien- 
tiam quae supra omnem est ratiocinationem," 50. 

225 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 190-193. 
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science is another indication of an anthropological orientation of his 
theology. He argues from self-consciousness via the notion of depen- 
dence “on another" to the Conscientia De.?5 This approach can be 
regarded as an important predecessor of what in later Dutch Church 
history would be called “ethical theology.”*” Yet the price of advanc- 
ing this broad view of conscience is that the notion becomes more 
vague, and its receptiveness towards corrections from sources outside 
the human subject is obviously small if conscience 1s always right. 

In placing conscience in the centre of his conception of natural 
theology—in all clarity from 1728—Driessen reveals the influence of 
Cartesianism. He offers little polemics with alternative and philosoph- 
ical conceptions of conscience. He does indeed refer to a Spinozist's 
conscience and its claims,” but a conscience in the sense of an inborn 
notion of good and evil 1s not recognised in the philosophy of Spinoza, 
because the latter takes good and evil to be human estimations or 
inventions.?? [n Driessen’s confrontation of Leibnizian-Wolffian philos- 
ophy conscience as such apparently was not a controversial issue. 


6. Liberty of Conscience 


Voetius devotes much attention to the concept of liberty of con- 
science—a term that was clearly developed only after the Middle 
Ages.” The Utrecht theologian makes a sharp distinction between lib- 


226 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 111. See also Delineatio, 31: “Huc usque Theologia 
Naturalis Creaturam rationalem manuducit, docens a quid sit homo 6 a quo sit c qualis 
ille originis nostrae Auctor d quam ad illum habeat relationem e quam violavit f quid 
transgressio sit promerita." C£. Driessen's former teacher H.A. Röell: “At vero, quoniam 
fieri nequit, ut Deum recte cognoscat homo ex principiis ingenitis, nisi se ipsum antea, 
et in se ea cognitionis Dei principia noscat: de Homine primo loco agendum esse, 
manifestum est,” Dissertationes philosophicae de theologia naturali duae, de ideis innatis una, Cl. 
Gerardi de Vries Diatribae opposita, Franeker 1700, 157 (IL, $13). 

227 Interestingly, C. Graafland refers to D. Chantepie de la Saussaye, whose statement 
that “conscience is and remains the greatest reality on earth” he compares to the stance 
of Johannes Braun; ‘Structuurverschillen,’ 51. 

228 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 11. 

229 See Spinoza, Ethica, I, appendix (ed. Gebhardt, IL, 81-83; trans. van Suchte- 
len, 57-59; trans. Krop, 122—127), IV, preface (ed. Gebhardt, II, 208-209; trans Van 
Suchtelen, 206; trans. Krop, 346-347), definitions 1-2 (ed. Gebhardt, II, 209; trans. Van 
Suchtelen, 207; trans Krop, 348-349). 

230 See J. Lecler, ‘Liberté de conscience. Origines et sens divers de l'expression, 
Revue de Science Religieuse 54 (1966) 370-406, here 371-373 on scarce pre-Reformation 
occurrences of the term. 
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erty of conscience (libertas conscientiae) and liberty of exercise or prac- 
tice (libertas exercitii). Liberty of conscience is defined by him as “... the 
freedom in the inner conscience to feel and believe concerning God 
and things divine, without being coerced to put off this faith and to 
receive, embrace and profess the contrary" Another freedom 1s the 
liberty of exercise: “... the liberty to publicly profess, practice, defend 
and propagate one's faith and religion— whether it is right or wrong— 
with the external human being, in accordance with the inner sense of 
conscience, individually and in church gatherings.”*! Voetius accepted 
that anyone deserved to enjoy liberty of conscience, but certainly not 
that anyone had a right to liberty of exercise of any practice whatso- 
ever. Questions concerning the legitimacy of toleration are addressed 
in the next chapter. Insofar as freedom of conscience has to do with 
political authority, it is an issue for the next rather than the present 
chapter. However, it is interesting to see how far and for what rea- 
sons liberty of conscience is defended. Because Voetius argues, as has 
been noted above, that human conscience as synderesis contains the 
natural law, the question might be asked why in Voetius's view lib- 
erty of conscience should be accorded to a person who is, say, totally 
opposed to Christian religion, and who therefore in fact acts against his 
own conscience. One of Voetius's reasons for universal freedom of con- 
science can be found in his definition of conscience itself. Conscience is 
“the judgement of man on himself, or on his state and actions, insofar 
as these are subject to the judgement of God" (emphasis added).? The lat- 
ter qualification not only excludes human autonomy, but Voetius also 
understands it as implying that God alone is supreme over human 
conscience, not fellow human beings. This is at least what Voetius 
argues in the first of four arguments against coercion of conscience: 
“God alone is Lord of conscience, and greater than our heart.” He 
alone can change hearts, and “to God alone” are humans account- 
able for their mental considerations. In the second place—this 1s an 
argument which Voetius knew already from the Leiden Synopsis pun- 


231 Voetius, PE I/2, 448: “... libertas conscientiae, dicit libertatem sentiendi et cre- 
dendi in interiori conscientia de Deo et rebus divinis; absque coactione illam fidem 
deponendi, et oppositam recipiendi, amplectendi, profitendi. Libertas exercitii, dicit 
libertatem juxta interiorem conscientiae sensum exteriori homine fidem et religionem 
suam sive bonam sive malam seorsim et in conventibus ecclesiasticis publice profitendi, 
exercendi, defendendi, propagandi.” 

232 “De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante,’ SDTA III, 827, cited above. 
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oris theologiae, for example??— coercion leads to hypocrisy and actions 
“against conscience" rather than to sincere faith. The freedom of con- 
sclence is in the third place supported by biblical references. One 
of these is the allegorical comparison of good and bad consciences 
with wheat and tares who “grow together until the harvest" (Matt. 
13:30 AV). The other reference is to 1 Corinthians 16:22. Voetius’s final 
argument consists in a reference to “common sense" and to a com- 
monly shared standpoint among scholars of political and theological 
issues.” These four reasons are consistent with Voetius's definition of 
conscience as submitted to God, for this exclusive submission means 
that no person can step in between another human's conscience and 
God. This liberty of conscience does not necessarily include a liberty 
of practice (libertas exercitii), because in the external sphere of public life 
a human being is not exclusively subjected to God, but also to civil 
authority. 

Van Mastricht did not write as extensively on liberty of conscience 
as Voetius did, but he arrives at roughly the same position as Voetius: 
he recognises the need for liberty of conscience, but does not accept 
general liberty of exercise. He states that human consciences are sub- 
jected to “God alone (solo Deo),” but that external freedom to speak out 
publicly is not implied in this freedom of conscience, because it is a 
government's responsibility to decide about public matters and to keep 
in mind, in doing so, that civil authorities should support the Church.” 
This is an entirely Voetian position. Van Mastricht mentions a number 
of biblical texts in favour of the notion that for human conscience God 
is the only authority.?* Another argument Voetius used is also given by 
Van Mastricht: hypocrisy would be the effect of coercion.?? 

Driessen too claims that freedom of conscience must be respected.?*? 
But a significant difference with Voetius and Van Mastricht is that he 
does not distinguish between freedom of conscience and freedom of 
exercise. Accordingly, he is inclined to allow a higher level of tolera- 


233 J, Polyander in Synopsis purioris theologiae, disp. 50, $59; ed. H. Bavinck, 624 (men- 
tioned by Voetius in PE I/2, 401). 

234 Voetius, PE 1/2, 403-404. 

235 Van Mastricht, 7APTh, 828a (VI, c. 7, $19). On the latter issue, Rom. 13:1, 2, 4, 
and Isa. 49:23 are cited. 

236 Prov. 16:2, 21:2, 24:12 (ThPTh, 828a [VI, c. 7, $19); 2 Cor. 1:24, 1 Pet. 5:2 (VII, c. 6, 
$20). 

237 ThPTh, 953b (VIL c. 6, 820). 

238 Driessen, Eerste en eenvoudige grond-beginsels, gehaalt uit de eige natuur van gods-dienst en 
burger-staat, Groningen 1741, 5, 13, 14. 
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tion on the public level. Driessen assumes that all religious groups con- 
sider themselves followers of truth, and feel the need to practise their 
religion and to invite outsiders to join them.?? It is a part of human 
freedom to establish a “religious society.” The corresponding external 
practices should be permitted, as belonging to freedom of conscience, 
only if public peace is maintained.? Driessen gave a broad definition 
of conscience; his view of the freedom of conscience is also broad, for it 
includes the freedom to act publicly in accordance with the conviction 
of conscience. 

Apart from the fact that the notion of liberty of conscience is ampli- 
fied 1n Driessen, he also uses an argument similar to the Golden Rule: 
a religious group of people (Gods-dienstige maatschappy) should not subject 
another group to a treatment that it would not like to suffer itself?"! 
This argument is strikingly different from the attitude displayed in the 
Confessio Belgica (art. 36), where the office of political government 1s 
described as aimed at furthering true Christianity and restraining false 
religion. Voetius and van Mastricht could stay loyal to this by differen- 
tiating between liberty of conscience and liberty of exercise. 

At the same time Driessen wishes to maintain his assumption that 
conscience 1s always right. Mutually exclusive religions cannot all be 
true, so how does Driessen account for the fact that a considerable 


239 Grond-beginsels, 8-9: “De vryheid van Conscientie moet zo danig worden gestelt 
en gehandhaaft, dat generley Gods-dienstige gezindheid worde benadeelt, geen heer- 
schappy over de conscientie, of der ene gezintheid over de andere, gedoogd worde, want alle 
Gods-dienstige maatschappy eragt, elk ene, dat de hunne zy de ware en zuiverste, en 
zy in consctentie verpligt dien te oeffenen, en, waar het mogelyk, haren evenmensch tot 
deselve oeffening op ene betamelyke en ordentelyke wyse over te halen; dit gebied de 
liefde des naasten." 

240 Grond-beginsels, 9; here “Des [i.e. Therefore] menschen, eragtende dat hunne leer 
van God, en Gods-dienst de ware zy, en suiverder en beter als die van een andere Gods- 
dienstige gezindheid, hebben vryheid onder zig ene maatschappy aan te stellen, onder 
zig te oeffenen, die leer aan hunnen even mensch voor te stellen, dog zo dat de rust, 
door haar toedoen, en schuld niet worde gestoort. Daar toe behoeven ze geen vryheid 
te verzoeken, als iets dat ligt in de vryheid van gewisse, die over al moet geëerbiedigt 
worden, daar rede plaats heeft”; cf. 15: *... alle Gods-dienstige maatschappy [is] ook 
ene uiterlyke ... en [brengt] t'zaamkomsten mede ...," and 16: *... ieder is verpligt 
God zo te dienen, en, dat de natuur des Godsdienst mede brengt, zo t'zamen te dienen, 
als men in conscientie vermeint overtuigt te zyn." 

241 Grond-beginsels, 9; cf. 11: “Evenwel de voorheen gestelde vryheid blyft in haar 
geheel, wilde gy die niet toestaan, maar weeren Gods-dienstige maatschappyen die gy 
voor fondamenteel-dolende houd, uwe Gods-dienstige gezintheid kan ook alzo geweerd 
worden, en hoe begryptge dan de practyk der eerste Christenen, en de billyke klagt tegen 
gewelt, en dwang van gewisse?" 
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number of consciences must be mistaken? He takes the instruction of 
conscience as limited to the general statement that a person should 
adopt the religious beliefs that he thinks true. In other words, human 
conscience “never” on a concrete level attributes truth to what is false 
religiously: “conscience differs from an erroneous prejudice."?? It might 
be objected that, if this is true and if the latter distinction is indeed 
to be made, coercion of religious prejudices is unproblematic, because 
it can occur without violation or coercion of conscience. In fact, the 
assumption that conscience is always right undermines traditional free- 
dom of conscience: All mistaken views are by definition external to 
conscience, and hence can be suppressed without violating conscience 
in any way. In addition, on Driessen's view it seems less clear to what 
extent conscience inherently refers to God. Driessen's assumption that 
idolaters, for example, can have a non-protesting but unmistaken con- 
science, appears to function best on the presupposition that there is no 
reference to God inherent in human conscience—for such an inherent 
awareness of God would lead conscience (unless it is fallible) to protest 
idolatry.” Driessen may not be willing to admit this presupposition. In 
any case, the impression that is left is that his argument on freedom 
of conscience is constructed in a much less precise way than that of 
Voetius.?* 


242 Grond-beginsels, 16: “En hier heeft men wel agt te geven, wat de functie der conscientie 
hier zy, t.w. slegs deze, dat, zo lang als hy begrypt dat zyn Gods-dienst de ware zy, 
hy dien hebbe te oeffenen tot dat hy van het tegendeel, en van een ander die beter 
is, overredet is. Dit alleen verklaart hier de conscientie, die nimmer dat verklaart of 
verklaren kan, dat een dwalende Gods-dienst de ware zy. Zo verschilt Conscientie en 
dwalend vooroordeel.” Cf. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 13. 

243 In a way similar to what Driessen writes elsewhere: “Sic ut omnis Pseudophiloso- 
phia quae veram hanc Mentis in corpus et in corpore actionem negat contra Consci- 
entiam mentiatur”; Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 5. According to this text, inherent in 
conscience is an awareness that the mind has an impact on the human body. 

244 Tt is not really obvious that Driessen in this tract, Grond-beginsels, “treated the 
relations between church and state in classical Voetian vein,” as J. van Eijnatten writes; 
Mutua christianorum tolerantia. Irenicism and Toleration in the Netherlands: The Stinstra Affair, 
1740-1745, Firenze 1998, 100.—In this chapter sections have been integrated, mutatis 
mutandis, from my article ‘Driessens theologische kritiek.” 
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DIVINE AND NATURAL LAW: 
THEOLOGICAL AND POLITICAL ASPECTS 


1. Introduction: Two Questions 


It seems natural to expect that what the apostle Paul wrote in Romans 
2:14-15 on pagans' knowledge of good and evil would suggest to Re- 
formed theologians a positive attitude toward philosophical ethics, for 
this biblical passage implies a common human awareness suggesting 
some common ground between theology and philosophy. An illustra- 
tion of this is perhaps the attempt of seventeenth-century Leiden the- 
ologian Anthonius Walaeus to integrate Aristotelian ethics and Chris- 
tianity.! Voetius also admitted that when people disagree about religious 
fundamentals a debate should be conducted in a philosophical way, on 
the basis of “natural light and right reason.”? In Voetius and Van Mas- 
tricht ethics is defined by the Ten Commandments (Exodus 20; Deutero- 
nomy 5)? and this dependence on biblical law suggests the question as 
to how these two theologians, and also Anthonius Driessen, defined the 
relationship between Decalogue and natural law. The medieval Decre- 
tum Gratiani claimed that “[b]ecause of its divine character, natural law 
is absolutely binding and overrules all other laws."* On this view nat- 


! See J. Rohls, Geschichte der Ethik, ond ed., Tübingen 1999, 346 and, for translations 
of a few passages from Walaeus's Compendium ethicae Aristotelicae ad normam veritatis Chris- 
tianae revocatum (Leiden 1620), see J. Monfasani, Antonius de Waele,’ in: J. Kraye (ed.), 
Cambridge Translations of. Renaissance Philosophical Texts, I, Moral Philosophy, Cambridge 
1997, 120-129. 

? See for instance Voetius, De muhammedismo' [J. de Jonge, 25 March 1648], 
SDTh U, 675 (cf. 678): “De usu, immo de necessitate studii Philosophici nemo dubitabit, 
qui consideret inter partes principio et revelatione dissitas, non posse nisi ex principio 
omnibus hominibus communi disceptari, hoc est, ex lumine naturali et recta ratione, 
quae expressa habes in principiis, et axiomatis Philosophicis, et regulis consequen- 
tiarum"; Dutch trans. in: J. van Amersfoort/W.J. van Asselt, Liever Turks dan Paaps? De 
visies van Johannes Coccejus, Gisbertus Voetius en Adrianus Relandus op de islam, Zoetermeer 
1997, 59-100, here 83, cf. 91 (the Latin text of the disputation is given on pp. 140-155); 
on the disputation, see also Van Andel, Zendingsleer, esp. 138—139, 154—155. 

5 Rohls, Geschichte der Ethik, 346—947. 

* A.P. d'Entréves, Natural Law. An Introduction to Legal Philosophy, London/New York/ 
Melbourne/Sydney/Cape Town 1952, 34, quoting from the Decretum. 
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ural law derives its validity precisely from its Divine origin. However, 
it has been claimed that—William Ames notwithstanding—in England 
*[m]ost Puritans and common lawyers eschewed natural law when it 
meant anything more than physical or mechanical law.” This is not 
to say that they denied “a higher law," but they admitted that it was 
“other-worldly,” whereas “natural law thinkers” at the time “envisioned 
their higher law as a rational model,” a “law of reason” that “was 
clearly part of this world.” The question can be posed, therefore, which 
conception of Divine and natural law was formulated by Voetius, Van 
Mastricht and Driessen, and where they stood in what has been anal- 
ysed as a trajectory in which a rational approach (Vernunftrecht) gained 
the upper hand over the theological understanding of natural law (§2).’ 
Another question can be derived from the Pauline text quoted above 
(Rom. 2:15). If the law of God is universally known and if therefore 
all humans have some notion of their obligation to worship God, the 
question can be asked what the implications are for the duty of political 
authorities. How does politics relate to the Decalogue? One of the 
related discussions concerned toleration of dissenting religion ($ 3). 


2. Theological Conceptions of Divine and Natural Law 


Gisbertus Voetius’s view on Divine and natural law reveals both con- 
tinuity and innovation in comparison with medieval theory? Medieval 
scholasticism developed a differentiated view on how moral obligations 
relate to the Decalogue. According to Thomas Aquinas “all moral pre- 
cepts belong to the law of nature," but not all in the same way. Cer- 
tain moral duties are relatively obvious, others require more reflection 
and still others need to be revealed by God. Examples of the last cate- 
gory are the prohibitions of blasphemy and of making images of God 


5 J.D. Eusden, Puritans, Lawyers, and Politics in Early Seventeenth-Century England, New 
Haven 1958, 131. 

9 Eusden, Puritans, Lawyers, and Politics, 133. 

7 On this development, see the survey of E Wagner, ‘Naturrecht II,’ TRE XXIV, 
153-185. William Edgar speaks of “the seventeenth century’s march toward secu- 
lar human rights”; ‘A Response’ in: M. Cromartie (ed.), A Preserving Grace. Protestants, 
Catholics and Natural Law, Washington D.C./Grand Rapids 1997, 118—130, here 125-126. 

8 On Voetius’s view of Divine and natural law, see C. Steenblok, Voetius en de 
sabbat, (PhD thesis Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam) Hoorn 1941, 36-46 and 205-219; 
A.W.G. Raath/J.F. Cilliers/D,J. Coetzee, ‘Gysbertus Voetius oor die Almag en Gereg- 
tigheid van God,’ Tydskrif vir Christelike Wetenskap 2000 (3-4) 115-145. 
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(S. Theol. II/1, q. 100, art. 1). Moreover, Thomas takes the Decalogue 
as comprising, in addition to the Ten Commandments themselves, both 
“the first and common precepts of the law of nature” (the love of God 
and of the neighbour, Matt. 22:37, 39) and “conclusions” from the law 
that are found on reflection (S. Theol. II/ 1, q. 100, art. 3). 

Duns Scotus argued that the Decalogue is broader than natural law 
in the strict sense, which he located in the first two Commandments 
(Le. Exod. 20:37). Reformation thinkers, however, tended to identify 
natural law with the Ten Commandments.!! Voetius regarded a consid- 
erable part of the Decalogue as belonging to free (or positive) Divine 
right, which means that God could have commanded otherwise in 
these cases.!? This position is connected with a number of distinctions 
concerning Divine right which Voetius considered as frequently insuf- 
ficiently recognised.? What Voetius himself emphasises is a sharp and 


9 This section is informed by F Ricken, *Naturrecht I. Altkirchliche, mittelalterliche 
und römisch-katholische Interpretationen,’ 7RE XXIV, 132-153, here 142-145. Cf. 
W. Schmidt-Biggemann, ‘Althusius’ politische Theologie,’ in: K.-W. Dahm/W. Kraw- 
letz/D. Wyduckel (eds), Politische Theorie des Johannes Althusius, Berlin 1988, 213-231, 
here 216: “Der Dekalog, die Ordnung der Schöpfung und das Gewissen gehórten seit 
‘Thomas zum Naturrecht." 

10 Ricken, ‘Naturrecht I,’ 145-146; A.B. Wolter, The Philosophical Theology of John 
Duns Scotus, ed. M. McCord Adams, Ithaca/London 1990, 21, 199-201; H.A. Krop, 
‘Duns Scotus and the Jews. Scholastic Theology and Enforced Conversion in the Thir- 
teenth Century,’ NAK/DRCH 69 (1989) 161-175, here 172-173; Raath/Cilliers/ Coetzee, 
*Gysbertus Voetius,’ 130, 141. The historical significance of Duns Scotus’s contribu- 
tion is accentuated by K.-H. Ilting, Naturrecht und Sittlichkeit. Begriffsgeschichtliche Studien, 
Stuttgart 1983, 60-64 (in a section on “Die Rezeption und Kritik der Naturrechtslehre 
in der christlichen Theologie," 51-72). On Gabriel Biel as following Duns Scotus, see 
H.A. Oberman, The Harvest of Medieval Theology, 94—95. 

!! E Wagner, *Naturrecht IL’ 157 (J. Calvin), 158 (Ph. Melanchthon), 161 (L. Da- 
naeus; J. Althusius; Reformed confessions such as the Confessio helvetica. posterior and 
the Westminster Confession of Faith). C£. M. Scattola, Das Naturrecht vor dem Naturrecht. 
Zur Geschichte des “tus naturae” im 16. Jahrhundert, Tübingen 1999, 47-48 (Melanchthon); 
A. Raunio, ‘Divine and Natural Law in Luther and Melanchthon,’ in: V. Mäkinen 
(ed.), Lutheran Reformation and the Law, Leiden/Boston 2006, 21-61, here 41 (Luther), 50 
(Melanchthon), 59-60 (Luther and Melanchthon; I thank Wim Janse for his reference); 
H. Heppe/E. Bizer, Dogmatik, 233 (Reformed Dogmatics, 292 [H. Witsius]). But see also 
Suárez: J.B. Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy. A History of Modern Moral Philosophy, 
Cambridge 1998, 62 (I thank Jonathan Israel for bringing this book to my attention). 

1? Voetius, De jure et justitia Dei’ [C. Gentman, 15 June 1639], SDTA I, 343. Cf. 
*Problematum de Deo, pars sexta’ [P. Spaender, 8 May 1661], SD V, 96. 

13 De jure et justitia Dei,’ SDTh I, 345 (Voetius's “Divine natural right" is not the 
jurists’ “natural right” that is “merely human”), 345-346 (“our Divine natural right” 
is not identical with the scholastic natural right that “orginates in the nature of the 
thing" and is articulated “in a precept”). Another critical note on traditional thinking 
is also given in the Appendicis ad disputationem theologicam de Jure et justitiam 
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consistent distinction between the natural or necessary right of God on 
the one hand and the positive or free right of God on the other hand." 
This distinction also allows Voetius to escape the dilemma posed by the 
question of whether God wills something because it is good, or whether 
it is good because God commands it. That is to say, his answer dif- 
ferentiates according to God's twofold right: with respect to the natural 
right of God things are commanded that are "immediately founded 
in the nature and perfection of God" and so willed “because they are 
righteous," whereas with regard to the free right of God something 1s 
“righteous ... because God commanded so.” 

God's natural right is absolutely binding because of God's nature. It 
binds both the created being who should obey God, and also God 
Himself in that “the opposite" of what He prescribes here “would imply 
contradiction.” Formulated “negatively,” this means that “God cannot 
deny Himself" and positively, it means that God is bound to further 
His own glory, to rule the universe as long as it exists, and so on.!° This 
also means—in spite of what several scholastic thinkers argued—that 


Dei, pars prima,’ SDTh I, 364: “De Jure Dei cum ante hac ageremus, constituebamus 
distinctionem juris divini in naturale et positivum, seu in necessarium et liberum. Cujus 
distinctionis apud Scholasticos et qui eos sequuntur neglectae aut non satis excultae 
explicationem et applicationem uti tunc admodum utilem judicabamus, quippe per 
tam multas theses, hypotheses, et quaestiones theologicas se diffundentem ..." (even 
when I quote from Voetius's exposition *On the right and justice of God' via the edition 
of A. Kuyper, D. Gysberti Voetu Selectarum disputationum fasciculus, Amsterdam 1887, I refer 
to the original page numbers of the 1648 edition that are also given by Kuyper). 

14 Cf. 'Appendicis ad disputationem theologicam de Jure et justitiam Dei, pars 
prima’ [M.A. Lansman, 21 December 1644], SDTh I, 364. The distinction is repeated 
in later volumes of Voetian theology, such as M. Leydekker's Medulla theologica concinnata 
ex scriptis celeberrimum virorum Gisberti Voetui, Joh. Hoornbeeck, Andr. Essenii, Utrecht 1683, 133 
[http:/ /www.ad-fontes.com]. Here Leydekker refers to Voetius’s pupils J. Hoornbeek 
and R. Vogelsang, not to Voetius himself. But the related question of whether moral 
law as a whole belongs to Divine natural law is denied with reference to Voetius and 
to Hoornbeck (136). In essence, the latter position is also defended by another Voetian 
theologian, Johannes Marckius, in his Compendium theologiae, 195 (c. 11, $28). 

15 *Problematum de Deo, pars sexta,’ SD V, 97-98. 

16 ‘De jure et justitia Dei,’ SDT} I, 342: “Tus hoc divinum creaturae rationali prae- 
scriptum, est vel naturale seu absolute necessarium; vel liberum seu hypothetice nec- 
essarium. Illud obligat absolute ex necessitate naturae divinae tum creaturam ut sub- 
jiciatur, et debitum reddat; tun Deum, ut praescribat et exigat, ita ut oppositum ejus 
implicaret contradictionem ... Hujus juris axiomata negative si concipiantur sunt ista: 
Deus non potest seipsum abnegare. Non potest gloriam suam alteri dare ... Affirma- 
tive si concipiantur sunt ista. Deus tenetur quaerere et promovere nominis sui gloriam. 
Deus tenetur gubernare et judicare mundum, quamdiu mundus est. Deus tenetur crea- 
turae rationali cultum sui naturalem praescribere." 
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“God cannot personally unite a sinful nature with Himself,” and also — 
against William of Ockham and others—that He cannot command 
that He be hated." These hypotheses would imply contradiction, but 
God cannot deny Himself. On the other hand free (or positive) Divine 
right “is only hypothetically necessary" namely, “because God freely 
willed so” whereas “He could have willed the opposite without impli- 
cation of contradiction." To free Divine right Voetius reckons biblical 
ceremonies and forensic law, and even many aspects of the Decalogue 
(such as what is implied, in the first table, concerning the worship of 
God and, in the second table, concerning monogamy, civil authority, 
and so on).? 

Divine natural right is bound up with God's nature. Its norm is not 
the Decalogue as such (which is the norm for human natural right), for 
God is not limited by it and He could have prescribed duties that 
are different from several commandments of the Decalogue.? One of 
Voetius's references is to the Polish theologian Johannes Maccovius, a 
professor at the University of Franeker,? who argued that the first, sec- 


17 Ye jure et justitia Dei,’ I, 342 (7... nedum ut Deus personaliter sibi unire posset 
naturam peccatricem, ut curiose et blaspheme satis disputarunt Scotus, Gabriel, aliique 
insigniores Scholastici”), and for the latter issue, 342, 351, 394-385. 

18 De jure et justitia Dei,’ SDTh L 342-343, here 343: “His adde legem illam 
symbolicam de arbore scientiae boni et mali Adamo in paradiso latam; ut et totam 
legem ceremonialem, ac forensem Mosaicam; magnam praeterea partem decalogi: ut 
in prima tabula modum cultus institui positivum ex. gr. per externam verbi praedica- 
tionem, etc.: in secunda, de monogamia, de gradibus prohibitis, de dominiorum dis- 
tinctionibus, de potestate Magistratus, de homicidio etc. De omnibus enim illis dici 
nequit, Deum ad alteram contradictionis partem ex naturae suae necessitate fuisse 
astrictum." Thus the fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh commandments seem to be 
expressions of positive Divine right. 

19 See the important text in ‘Problematum de Deo, pars sexta,’ SD V, 96: “Juris nat- 
uralis perpetui immutabilis, si attendatur in homine et quod ac quatenus omni homini 
in natura tum in lege scripta revelatum est ad obedientiam, norma adaequata est deca- 
logus: Sed juris naturalis, quod attenditur in Deo, norma adaequata non est decalo- 
gus; immo ne quidem êxtúsropa et indicium ad adaequatum: quia Dei infinita potestas 
ac potentia, supremumque et absolutum ejus dominium legibus decalogi subjectum 
non est, nec terminis ejusdem circumscribitur"; and cf. 98: “Jus naturale, quod Deo 
tribuimus quippe immediate fundatum in Dei natura et perfectione in omnia decalogi 
praecepta se non diffundit: non in illa, quorum oppositum aliquando Deus speciali 
aliquo praecepti huic aut illo mandavit; et consequenter absque implicatione contra- 
dictionis et sui ipsius abnegatione, mandare potuit." 

2 On Maccovius, see A. Kuyper, Jr, Johannes Maccovius, Leiden 1899; WJ. van 
Asselt, ‘Johannes Maccovius (1588-1644). Zijn bijdrage aan de ontwikkeling van de 
gereformeerde theologie van de zeventiende eeuw,’ Aerk en theologie 57 (2006) 121-140; 
E. Postma/J. Veenhof, ‘Disputen omtrent de predestinatie. Het logisch denken van 
Johannes Maccovius (1588-1644) en de doorwerking daarvan,’ in: G. Th. Jensma et al. 
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ond, third, seventh and ninth commands are “as it were natural, the 
contrary of which [God] commands never.” The fourth, fifth, sixth, 
eighth and tenth commandments are *as it were positive" laws and 
God has sometimes given a precept that deviates from these, accord- 
ing to Maccovius.?! It seems that Voetius himself does not always men- 
tion the same series of commandments that could have been different” 
Moreover, he prefers not to conceive Divine right as violating (contra) 
some of the Ten Commandments, but rather to admit that God 1s 
able to give “these special precepts” that go “beyond the Decalogue 
(praeter decalogum).”*> According to Voetius, God could in His “Lordship 
(dominio)” have lifted the wickedness from acts that are now transgres- 
sions of several of the Ten Commandments.” 

Yet this does not mean that Voetius defined “natural right (rus natu- 
rae)" only by the necessary condition that something be strictly linked 
with the Divine nature. He admitted also another, “human natural 


(eds.), Unwersiteit te Franeker, 1585-1811. Bijdragen tot de geschiedenis van de Friese hogeschool, 
Leeuwarden 1985, 249-263; E. Postma/J. van Sluis, Auditorium Academiae Franekerensis. 
Bibliographie der Reden, Disputationen und Gelegenheitsdruckwerke der Universitat und des Athenäums 
in Franeker 1585-1843, Leeuwarden 1995, 54-75- 

?! Voetius, ‘Problematum de Deo, pars sexta,’ SD V, 96-97 quotes from J. Maccov- 
tus, Distinctiones theologicae, [1653] cap. 2 ($4), also in: N. Arnoldus (ed.), Johannes Maccovius 
redivivus, seu manuscripta ejus typis exscripta, ed. altera, Franeker 1654, 9b: *Ouaedam prae- 
cepta sunt quasi naturalia, adeo, quorum contrarium nunquam jubet [Deus], quaedam 
sunt quasi positiva quorum aliquando contrarium jussit. Verbi gratia, nunquam con- 
trarium jussit praecepto 1, 2, 3, 7, 9. At contrarium jussit 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, hoc est, nun- 
quam praecepit Deos alienos habere, nomen Dei in vanum usurpare. At jussit paren- 
tibus debitum officium subtrahere, ut Abrahamum relinquere patriam, et ire in alias 
terras, occidere filium; voluit ut Israelitae acciperent mutuo et non redderent." 

?? Cf. *Problematum de Deo, pars sexta,’ SD V, 98, where Voetius emphasises that 
*... hinc non sequitur, omnia illa 4, 5, 6, 8, praeceptis decalogi praescribuntur esse juris 
ambulatorii, et mutabilis, positivi scil. ceremonialis aut forensis Mosaici. Sunt enim 
illa et manent juris moralis ac perpetui, et consequenter naturalis, quamvis proxime 
ac immediate libero Dei beneplacito, et non ex necessitate naturae Divina praescripta 
sint, et ideo justa sint, quia Deus voluit ...” In ‘De jure et justitia Dei,’ SDTh I, 347, he 
argued: *Et sic ad jus divinum liberum referimus cultum externum et institutum tum 
communem V. ac N. ‘Test. tum proprium N.T. de sacramentis sc. de ecclesia visibili et 
instituta, etiam regulas quasdam speciales circa 5, 6 et 7 et 8 praeceptum." 

23 ‘Problematum de Deo, pars sexta,’ SD V, 97. 

?* On the issue of “dispensation” from the Decalogue, see ‘De jure et justitia Dei,’ 
SDTh L 348-351, and for examples of God's being “above the law,” see 385— A 
later Voetian, Berhardinus de Moor, compared dispensations from the moral law with 
miracles, being exceptions to laws in nature: God willed both kind of exceptions from 
eternity, which means that they do not detract from God's immutability; Commentarius 
perpetuus, 463. 'The need for constancy was important in philosophy especially since 
Descartes. 
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right (jus naturale humanum)?» or, in other words, the natural right such 
as it is in the human being” This human natural right is broader than 
Divine natural right and does not only comprise that which 1s implied 
by the perfection and necessity of God's nature. Voetius pointed out 
that several aspects of human natural right belong to Divine positive 
right, and result from a free decision made by God.” Still, it is called 
“natural,” because it is by creation bound up “with the nature of a 
human being." This human natural right 1s articulated in command- 
ments, the transgression of which implies sin, unless the human being 
is instructed by God to do otherwise.” Voetius’s interpretation of the 
Decalogue can be called *non-relativistic."? He provides a subtle anal- 
ysis that operates with what seems to be a rare distinction between a 
right that 1s natural to God and a right that 1s natural to man. 

Voetius repeatedly referred to biblical texts in support of the useful- 
ness of natural theology. He also acknowledged the influence that sin 
has on humans' awareness of good and evil. Hence, given the depravity 
of nature, what fits with nature need not necessarily be morally right— 
that equation could only be made without reservation before the Fall. 
Yet God created humans not only good, but also with a law engraved 
into their hearts, and with an ability to reason. These qualities are cor- 


25 ‘Problematum de Deo, pars septima,’ SD V, 107. Compare the differentiations 
involving “Divine natural right” and a “praeceptum naturale homini inditum ex hypo- 
thesi constitutae nunc naturae ..." in ‘De jure et justitia Dei,’ SDTh I, 349. 

?6 A distinction between “natural right" respectu hominis and respectu Dei is also made 
in PE I/2, Utrecht 1666, 75, cf. 80; here 75: “Jus naturale respectu hominis, est legis moralis, 
perpetuae, immutabilis: estque illud Jus tum absolutum, primigenium, primum: tum 
hypotheticum, seu secundum, ex hypothesi peccati in mundum ingressi. Prioris exem- 
plum est Conjugium Viri et Mulieris unius: cui repugnat Polygamia, Math. 19 v. 4-9 
cum Genes. 2 v. 24. Posteriori exemplum est justa et legitima sui defensio contra aggres- 
sorem, et communitatis per justum bellum defensivum contra injustam hostium inva- 
sionem. Jus naturale respectu Dei est, quando aliquid ita Deo naturale est; ut oppositum 
nullo modo velle, mandare, facere, ab alio factum approbare possit: quippe simpliciter 
impossibile, et contradictionem implicans, e.gr. Deus non potest velle mentiri, aut alicui 
mendacium mandare, aut odium sui, aut divinam fidem, fiduciam, spem, in creaturam 
tanquam primam et summam veritatem et bonitatem." 

27 See for instance his ‘Problematum de Deo, pars sexta’ [P. Spaender, 8 May 1661], 
SD V, 94: “Praecepta juris naturalis (uti vulgo dicitur) omnia non oriuntur ex natura 
Dei; sed quaedam ex libera (antecedenter scil.) voluntate Dei.” 

28 *Problematum de Deo, pars sexta,’ SD V, 98: “Jus illud relate ad hominem, et 
quatenus in illo spectatur, dicitur naturale, quia in et cum natura hominis ejusque 
principiis increatum est, et in praecepta se diffudit: ita ut si quis oppositum ejus quod 
4 aut 6 aut 7 praecepto praescribitur, absque speciali Dei mandato committeret, ille 
peccaret ...," and cf. ‘Problematum de Deo, pars septima,’ SD, 107. 

> Raath/Cilliers/ Coetzee, ‘Gysbertus Voetius,’ 144. 
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rupted, yet not totally absent (here Voetius refers to Rom. 2:14-15, 1:19- 
23 and Acts 17:25-29).? This is consistent with Voetius's general attitude 
toward philosophy, and also with his view that in humans some habitual 
awareness of the “[f]irst principles" of natural law is permanent, even 
though sometimes no actual insight is connected with this habit, and 
even though knowledge of *particular precepts that are deducted" from 
these principles of natural law may indeed be lost”! This means that 
universal acceptance is not a good criterion for deciding whether pre- 
cepts are part of natural law or not. For although natural law can and 
should be known universally, its impact 1s frequently broken (Voetius 
refers to Rom. 1:21-22; Jude 10). Still, Voetius adds that the “first prac- 
tical principles” are indeed broadly supported.” Sin and its effects, in 
other words, explain why universally valid natural law can still be con- 
tested. 

The Decalogue and what Voetius calls human natural law combine 
Divine natural and Divine free law. Both refer to God— either to His 
nature or to His will—and thus natural law is tightly linked to God. It 
is therefore no real surprise that Voetius expresses reservations in view 
of the hypothesis that natural law would oblige even if God did—fer 
impossibile—not exist. Voetius knows the position from the Jesuit moral 
theologian Johannes Azorius (Juan Azor), but similar views have been 
traced back to the medieval theologian Gregory of Rimini.? Voetius 


30 Voetius, in the Appendix aliquot problematum, quae cum disputatione edita non 
fuerunt, that is added to the Appendicis ad disputationem theologicam de Jure et 
justitiam Dei, pars secunda’ [M.A. Lansman, 29 March 1644], SDTh, I, 394. 

5! “De jure et justitia Dei,’ SDT} I, 348. 

32 Appendix aliquot problematum, quae cum disputatione edita non fuerunt, SDTh 
I, 398-399. 

53 On Azor: Grabmann, Geschichte der katholischen Theologie, 181; H. Höpfl, Jesuit Polit- 
ical Thought. The Society of Jesus and the State, c. 1540-1630, Cambridge 2004, index s.v. 
For a similar statement, related to sin, in Gregory of Rimini and Gabriel Biel, see 
Oberman, Harvest, 106, n. 57 (cf. Schneewind, Invention of Autonomy, 60).—A comparable 
position, not precisely related to sin, but to natural law, was taken by Hugo Grotius 
in a well known passage (De iure belli ac pacis libri tres, prolegomena, $11, ed. B.J.A. de 
Kanter-van Hettinga Tromp, Leiden 1939, 10), on which see M.B. Crowe, “The “Impi- 
ous Hypothesis": A Paradox in Hugo Grotius?” Tijdschrift voor filosofie 38 (1976) 379—410; 
J. St. Leger, The “etiamsi daremus? of Hugo Grotius. A Study in the Origins of International Law, 
Rome 1962; Schneewind, Jnvention of Autonomy, 68, 73-75. For a similar note, see Chr. 
Wolff, Vernünfflige Gedancken von der Menschen Thun und Lassen, 4th ed. Frankfurt/Leipzig 
1733, repr. Hildesheim/New York 1976, 7 ($5): “Wenn es derowegen gleich möglich 
wäre, daß kein Gott wäre, und der gegenwärtige Zusammenhang der Dinge ohne ihn 
bestehen könnte; so würden die freyen Handlungen der Menschen dennoch gut oder 
böse verbleiben”; cf. Schneewind, Jnvention of Autonomy, 439. 
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declines Azor's “rigid” view that “sin violates right reason, even if no 
God existed."?* Azorius defines “right reason” as a norm that is hypo- 
thetically independent of God, and in this way the Jesuit theologian 
contributes to dissociating considerations on good and evil from the- 
ology. It is not difficult to see that on Voetius's theological premises 
this view is inconsistent. For on the one hand, in his definition “Divine 
natural law” presupposes the existence of God because it entails the 
right that is implied in the nature of God, so that any dispensation 
of the implied precepts would contradict God's own nature. On the 
other hand, what Voetius calls *human natural law" comprises com- 
mandments that are positive, that is, given by the free will of God, and 
therefore likewise presupposing God's existence. Given the fundamen- 
tal character of the disagreement it 1s surprising that Voetius did not 
articulate his disapproval of Azor's view in stronger wording. 

Voetius's insistence on the distinction between Divine and human 
natural law, and his differentiating between natural and positive com- 
mandments within the Decalogue, implies that there 1s no one-to-one 
relationship between “natural law" and “Decalogue.” Yet with all his 
differentiations Voetius provided a clearly theological analysis of both 
Divine and human natural law. Human reason is not an exclusive crite- 
rion in assessment of whether laws are just, though the basic principles 
of natural law are inborn in every human being's mind. Given the fact 


34 See Voetius, Appendix ad disputationem theologicam de jure et justitia Dei, pars 
prima’ [A. Lansman, 21 December 1644], SDTh I, 370: “Azorius tam rigide in hanc 
partem contendit, ut non vereatur dicere, peccatum repugnare rectae rationi, etiamsi 
nullus esset Deus. Quam solide, hic non disquirimus.” See J. Azorius, Institutiones morales, 
in quibus universe quaestiones ad conscientiam recte aut prave factorum pertinentes, breviter tractantur, 
I, Cologne 1602, 205b-206a (IV, c. 1): “Cum autem ratio divina sit per suam naturam 
recta: Sequitur, ut quicquid est rectae rationi contrarium, sit divinae rationi adversum, 
et inimicum. Quare etiamsi ex hypothesi impossibili Deus non esset, vel ratio divina 
esset per se recta, et non divina; vel nihil imperaret, aut prohiberet per legem scriptam, 
aut positam, et constitutam nutu suo; nihilominus omnis actus contra rectam rationem 
admissus, hoc ipso esset peccatum, quod is rectae rationi esse adversus. Ut enim in 
naturalibus res, quae sunt per se verae, ut homo est animal rationis compos, equus 
est substantia, sunt semper verae, sive Deum esse, sive non esse, mentis cogitatione 
concipias, aut fingas: sic in moribus, quod est per se peccatum, et malum, ideo est tale, 
quia rectae rationi adversatur, sive Deum esse in rerum natura, sive non esse omnino 
tu cogites. Porro quia peccatum, quatenus tale, cum recta ratione similiter pugnat, 
sequitur, ut a divina quoque ratione dissentiat, quae est per suam naturam recta: et 
proinde etiam a divina, vel aeterna, vel caelesti lege dissideat, quae per se quoque est 
recta ratio.” On Voctius’s use of Azor, in another context, cf. Van Andel, Zendingsleer, 
41—43, 161, 162, 163. Azor is mentioned regularly in Voetius's Exercitia et bibliotheca (see 


47. 67, 342, 429. 440, 477, 492, 541, 549, 567, 578, 596, 617, 621). 
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that “Scripture has been given to humans as the norm of actions, all 
sources of human law are primarily traced back to it, and secondarily 
to the natural light or right reason.”* Although Voetius acknowledges 
a common rational human awareness of what 1s right and wrong (as 
he generally admits natural theology and the validity and usefulness of 
philosophical thought), the theological orientation is dominant. Voetius 
does not represent a transition from natural right to a less theological 
rational theory of law, but he defends a differentiated conception of 
theological natural law. 

Voetius's successor in Utrecht, Petrus van Mastricht, did not pay as 
much attention to the question of Divine right as Voetius did, and his 
position is less outspoken than that of his predecessor. Yet there are 
indications that he too distinguished Divine natural law and human 
natural law, and also thought that the moral law or Decalogue does not 
as a whole reflect Divine natural law, but also includes precepts that 
are freely willed by God.” Accordingly, Van Mastricht differentiates in 
a similar way as Voetius does between, on the one hand, that which 
is righteous prior to God's will—because of the nature of God—and 
which is willed by God because of its righteousness and, on the other 
hand, other things that “are righteous because God wills” them.” ‘The 


$ Voetius, De jure et justitia Dei,’ SDTh I, 341: “Quia autem scriptura tanquam 
norma actionum hominibus data est, omnes fontes juris humani illic referantur pri- 
mario, et secundario in lumine naturali seu recta ratione ...”; on human reason and 
the Bible, see also 346-347, where Voetius makes, among other things, this restric- 
tion: “Hic ultima est analysis in lumen naturale homini cuique cum natura divinitus 
implantatem: quod certe secundarium est principium, et unde conclusionem deductio, 
imprimis earum quae a primis principiis practicis remotiores sunt, saepe fallacissima 
est: nisl scriptura ejusmodi primis secundisque principiis et conclusionibus (quod saepe 
facit) exserte attestetur." 

36 Van Mastricht, 7APTh, 558b (V, c. 6, $16): “Lex moralis, utpote maxima sui 
parte, juris, parüm Deo, partim homini, naturalis, manente eodem Deo et homine, 
abrogari non possit, ut suo loco ex professo docebimus"; 194b (IL, c. 18, $9): *Non 
habet [Deus] quidem jus aut regulam, a naturae suae rectitudine diversam; nec tale 
quod sibi praescriptum sit aliunde; nec tale, ad quod cogatur se componere: habet 
tamen, rectissimam ac sanctissimam naturam, quam jus, seu legem aeternam, appellare 
consueverunt: imo habet legem illam naturae, quam in Decalogo, creaturis rationalibus 
praescripsit, ad quam sponte se componit, in creaturarum gubernatione"; 166a (II, 
c. 15, $31): "Bonum morale, distinguunt [Reformati] in tale, quod est juris positiv, et hoc 
agnoscunt pendere, a liberrima Dei voluntate, v.g. die hebdomadis praecise septimo, 
quiescere ab operibus suis, bonum morale est; sed juris positivi: et quod est juris naturalis, 
innitens ipsi naturae, vel Dei; vel hominis, prout, in justitia originali, imaginem gestat, 
sanctitatis et justitiae divinae: hoc est, non a voluntate Dei; sed ab ipsa ejus essentia." Cf. Idea 
theologiae moralis, IL, c. 13, in ThPTh, 1238. 

9 ThPTh 195b (IL c. 8, $11): “Proin 2. quaedam justa sunt quia Deus vult, illa scil. quae 
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commandment to keep the Sabbath, for example, 1s an example of the 
latter category, for it adds “something positive” to the “law of nature"? 
Van Mastricht thus shares the presuppositions of Voetius's distinction 
between Divine natural right and human natural right. Yet he does so 
less emphatically than Voetius did and at one point at least he weakens 
the distinction by suggesting that Divine natural law and human law 
coincide via the Divine image in humans.?? 

One element of the Voetian conception of Divine natural law, with 
its insistence that God cannot deny Himself, 1s that not all moral good- 
ness can be traced back specifically to a decision of God's will. The 
conception implies, in other words, the refusal of a comprehensive vol- 
untarism, and this refusal 1s also evident in Van Mastricht's discussion 
of Cartesian theology. In a few of the passages where Descartes laid 
down his conception of a creation of eternal truths, he included moral 
truths by saying that God is “the source of all goodness and truth."'? 
When later Cartesian theologians defended that goodness is the effect 
of God's will, Van Mastricht disagreed.*' As has been just noted he held 
the view that moral goodness 1s in part bound up with God's essence 
and is as such naturally willed by God.” The Bible makes it clear, Van 


sunt juris positivi; quaedam Deus vult, quia sunt justa, illa scil. quae sunt juris naturalis; 
quatenus congruunt cum sanctitate naturae suae, aut cum natura hominis, quatenus gestat 
imaginem Dei. Non itaque 3. Deus, praecipere contraria potuit, his quae praecepit, nisi 
quatenus illa sunt juris positio? et arbitrari. Neque enim praescribere potuit, v.g. blas- 
phemiam, idololatriam, inobedientiam aliaque, quamvis v.g. cultum V.T. ceremonialem 
potuerit abrogare, eique alium substituere." 

38 ThPTh 409a (MI, c. 11, $10: “Cum homo natura sit imperfectior Angelis, adeoque 
majore indigeat instructione, et exercitatione; idcirco positivum quid, in decalogo accessit 
ad legem naturae, ejusdem alias rationis cum ipsa, ut diei septimi sanctificatio Gen. 11.2." 
Cf. 166a (IL, c. 15, 831), cited above, footnote 36. 

39 TAPTh 193b (IL c. 18, 84): "Quamvis interim jus divinum, quatenus naturale, reapse 
coincidat cum humano, morali ac decalogico, quippe cujus imaginem qualemcunque, praes- 
titat in hominis justitia originali.” If the passage is read as pointing at certain overlapping 
precepts, a consistency problem seems to be prevented. 

4 Descartes, Principia philosophiae, 1, $22, AT VIII-1, 13,19-20. A survey of Cartesian 
texts on the creation of truths is given by J.-L. Marion, Sur la théologie blanche de Descartes. 
Analogie, création des vérités éternelles et fondement, 2nd ed., Paris 1991, 270-271. Regarding 
ethical truths Marion mentions also various other texts: Descartes's Sextae responsiones, 
AT VII, 432,1-3, 435,25-26; to [Arnauld], 29 July 1648, AT V, 224,2-3 (the reference to 
the Discourse with Burman, AT V, 166,9f. is puzzling). 

^! He devoted a chapter of Novitatum cartesianarum gangraena to a critical examination 
of the thesis “De Voluntate Dei quod sit causa omnis veritatis et bonitatis," 246-252. 

42 Gangraena, 248, writing about the distinction between “natural and positive” good: 
“Prius in ipsa Dei natura et Sanctitate naturali fundamentum habet, vg. Deum esse 
diligendum. Et hoc dicunt [Reformati] bonum esse antecedenter ad Dei voluntatem, et 


298 CHAPTER FIVE 


Mastricht writes, *that God wills many things because they are good 
and righteous."? Yet although the theologian denies that all goodness 
1s constituted as such by God's will—this he calls a non-biblical nov- 
elty—he maintains its dependence on God.» The Cartesian hypothe- 
sis would amount to the possibility “that God, if He willed, could deny 
Himself (Deum, si velit, posse seipsum abnegare),” which is precisely what a 
biblical text such as 2 Timothy 2:23 denies.“ Van Mastricht also objects 
that if all moral goodness were the effect of the will of God, to the 
extent that there would be “no good (NULLUM bonum)" apart from His 
decision, God's own goodness would also depend on a decision of will. 
Christian pursuit of virtues would envision “not so much the natural 
perfection of God ... as rather a voluntary [perfection] ...," which 1s 
at odds with several biblical texts (Matt. 5:49, Luke 6:36, 2Pet. 1:4).*® 
Although Voetius does not seem to have explicitly dealt with the Carte- 
sian theory of a creation of eternal truths, Van Mastricht obviously is in 
agreement with his predecessor's doctrine of Divine natural right when 
he argues that biblical reasons and the theistic notion of God and His 
attributes make 1t necessary to admit that certain things are willed by 
God because they are good, prior to the decision of His will. 

That Van Mastricht is no exponent of a rational (as opposed to 
theological) natural law theory, is confirmed by his discussion of the 
Jesuit concept of “philosophical sin.” A peccatum philosophicum, as he 
describes the theory, is distinct from "theological sin”: it “contravenes 
reason alone, which philosophy guides, but not the Divine law, which 
theology teaches." According to this view, this kind of sin can occur 
when a sinner does not know God at all or at least is not thinking of 
Him. Van Mastricht gives a number of reasons why this *philosophical 
sin" is rejected by Reformed theology. He refers to biblical texts on the 
gravity of any sin, including one committed because of ignorance and 


Deum velle quia bonum est; posterius in libera Dei voluntate fundatur, et hoc demum 
statuunt consequenter ad Deo voluntatem bonum esse, seu ideo bonum esse quia illud 
Deus velit, et hoc obtinet in omnibus legibus positivis. Haec recepta est Theologia." 

55 Gangraena, 250—251, referring to Gen. 18:23, 25; Rom. 1:32; 2 Thes. 1:6; Hab. 1:13. 

44 Gangraena, 250: “... ignota fuit haec sententia, non modo omni antiquitati, atque 
etiam Theologis orthodoxis, omnia ideo vera esse ac bona quia Deus velit talia esse; sed 
ipsi etiam Sacrae Scripturae, quae nullibi talia prodit." 

15 Gangraena, 249. 

16 Gangraena, 252. 

47 Cf. Descartes, Responsiones sextae, AT VII, 432,1, quoted from Chr. Wittichius, 
Theologia pacifica, 158-159, by Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 246—247. 

18 Van Mastricht, Gangraena, 252. 
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he cites, in addition to the Bible, Augustine and Aristotle in order to 
underscore the culpability of ignorance. Moreover, he refuses to distin- 
guish between “right reason" and “Divine law": a transgression of the 
former also violates the latter “insofar as the law of God, made known 
by nature," is not different from the precepts by which humans were 
bound in Paradise.“ This particular case illustrates once again that Van 
Mastricht resisted an emancipation of reason from the law of God. 
The Groningen theologian Anthonius Driessen accepted the com- 
mon Pauline view that “the moral law is written into the soul of all."*? 
Ethics for Driessen is the doctrine of duties and corresponding prac- 
tices. He defines duties as “rational, free and due actions that flow 
from a true principle, are done in accordance with the right norm, and 
tend to the right end." These duties concern oneself, God and one's 
neighbour?! What Driessen here terms their “true principle,” know- 
able from conscience and Scripture,” “is that of the love of God and of 
ourselves.”® This definition is remarkably different from the two com- 
mandments in which Jesus summarised the law: the love of God and 
of one's neighbour as oneself (Mark 12:29-31). The love of self that is 
implicitly prescribed here, is clearly accentuated by Driessen, proba- 
bly for polemical reasons; he explicitly disagrees with the philosopher 
Arnold Geulincx’s denunciation of self-love.** The natural duties that 
follow from this principle (the love toward God and ourselves) were, as 
natural law, identified by Driessen with jus publicum.” Driessen’s use of 


^9 ThPTh 467a-468a (IV, c. 3, $23); cf. 1177-1178 (VII, c. 3, 844). 

50 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 315: “... signum Dominii Deus voluit esse 
legem moralem omnium animis inscripta." Cf. 310: “Sunt mentibus nostris insita 
veri et falsi, aequi et iniqui discernendi principia"; 313: “Norma itaque justorum 
mihi officiorum est divina voluntas, lex illa, ut cum Gentium Apostolo loquar, cordibus 
inscripta.” 

51 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 309: “Ethicam dicimus illam doctrinam, quae vera 
inculcat officia, veros rectosque praescribit mores. Per officia intelligo actiones rationales, 
liberas, debitas, ex vero fluentes principio, secundum veras |I translate as if the text had “veram” 
institutas normam, ad rectum tendentes finem. Versantur illa circa nos ipsos, circa Deum, et 
circa proximum.” These “duties” are “rational actions,” 311: “Per rationales actiones 
intelligo, quae fiunt mente cogitata, ex recto fluentes principio, ad rectam normam 
institutae, ad verum finem tendentes.” Cf., on virtue, 222. 

52 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 310. 

53 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 311. 

54 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 311-312 (Geulincx is again explicitly criticised in the 
chapter ‘De Officiis erga nos ipsos, 318). Cf. e.g. Geulincx, Ethica, tr. I, c. 2, s. 2, $1, 1, 
in: JPN. Land (ed.), Arnoldi Geulincx Antverpiensis opera philosophica, III, Den Haag 1893, 
29; cf. tr. I. c. 2, s. 2, $3 on “Sui Desceptio,” in: ed. Land, 37. 

5 For my interpretation of Driessen’s chapter ‘De Jure Publico, Civili et Gentium’ 
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the term jus publicum in this context may suggest that Driessen especially 
wished to express the public aspect and universal validity of natural 
law. Or could he also be understood as tacitly omitting a reference to 
ius divinum, and thus as giving an indication, so to speak, of a secularisa- 
tion of natural law? In the Groningen context the latter would not have 
been a unique phenomenon, for Jean Barbeyrac, who became professor 
in Groningen in the same year as Driessen did, in 1717, has also been 
characterised as a legal thinker with secularizing tendencies.^* 

At least two aspects of Driessen's attitude toward natural law suggest 
that his theory is not a secularizing but a Christian natural law the- 
ory. A first indication is that in Driessen natural law is founded in God 
and is directed toward His glory. This foundation in God, as Driessen’s 
discussion of God's attributes shows, 1s not radically voluntaristic, for 
God's will conforms to His own nature." A theological orientation is 
expressed in Driessen's refusal to define natural law as being based on 
human nature i abstracto, or on an appetite for society (appetitum. ad 
societatem). He rather describes natural law as given with someone's rela- 
tionship with God and one's neighbour—the latter being rooted in the 
former.” This is a first Christian element in Driessen’s natural law con- 
ception. Another Christian aspect is that Driessen's general concept of 
duty entails the notion that actions should be in accordance with the 
will of God, which he here describes as “written into the hearts," and 


in Lumen et doctrina conscientiae I am indebted to comments made by the late law 
historian Th,J. Veen, Amsterdam. Jus publicum could in Driessen's day be associated 
with common law with respect to the state. 

56 E. Lomonaco, ‘Natural Right, Liberty of Conscience and “summa potestas" in 
Jean Barbeyrac, in: S. Pott/M. Mulsow/L. Danneberg (eds.), The Berlin Refuge, 1680— 
1760. Learning and Science in European Context, Leiden/ Boston 2003, 137—151, here 140, 149, 
150. I thank Martin Mulsow for his suggestion. On Barbeyrac and Groningen, see, e.g., 
A.H. Huussen Jr, ‘Onderwijs in de Groningse rechtenfaculteit gedurende de eerste helft 
van de 18e eeuw,’ in idem (ed.), Onderwijs en onderzoek: studie en wetenschap aan de academie 
van Groningen in de 17e en 18e eeuw, Hilversum 2003, 161—184, here 163—165, 167, 168, 174, 
175, 180-181. 

57 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 222: “In Deo intelligimus constantem illam Dei voluntatem 
agendi ex amore virtutum suarum et perfectionum, et quidem convenientissime sanctissimae suae naturae 
ad suam gloriam,” cf. 223. 

58 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 338: “Non intelligo per jus naturae illud, quod fluit ex 
natura mea humana in abstracto vel seorsim considerata, sed ex illa relatione, quam 
habeo ad proximum meum, et quidem primum quae me inter Deumque creatorem et 
legislatorem intercedit, in qua relatione fundantur, quas Deus voluit habere relationes 
homines ad homines." “Jus naturae unicum est rationale et morale, complectiturque 
officia vel Deo vel nobis ipsis vel proximo praestanda et respectum tantum habet ad 
creaturam rationalem." 


DIVINE AND NATURAL LAW 30I 


that they should be directed to the glory of God, who is *the high- 
est end of the creature.” Already in his 1719 sketch of natural the- 
ology Driessen stated, and he repeats it verbally in 1728, that a soci- 
ety should facilitate a life for God. Human society thus is subservient 
“to this highest aim for which God created and hitherto preserved the 
world." Moreover, its laws should be directed “to the public well-being 
as subordinated to the Divine glory" and defined by the law that God 
gave. Accordingly, Driessen’s chapter ‘De Jure Publico, Civili et Gen- 
tium’ emphasises “the glory of the Creator and the eternal well-being 
(salus perennis) of the creature" as the guiding principle for civil law (jus 
Civile) and the law of nations (jus Gentium). In contrast, “external hap- 
piness (felicitas externa)” and peace (tranquillitas, however, cannot be a 
principle or aim in isolation from, or opposition to, the glory of God.*! 
In civil life, something is not right or wrong because or insofar as it 
contributes to or detracts from “the tranquillity and happiness of those 
who live together (cohabitantium tranquillitas felicitatemque), but because it 
agrees or not with God's universally valid law. Civil peace and hap- 
piness are legitimate ends only when they are considered inferior to 
another twofold aim: the glory of God and eternal happiness of cit- 
izens. Driessen is very far removed from a secularised view of pub- 
lic law. 

Who were the unnamed thinkers against whom Driessen defended 
the clearly theo-centric rejection of a pursuit of civil happiness as the 


99 See Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 313. 

60 Delineatio, 38: “Sed, quod caput est, ut Societas illa vel cohabitatio subordinaretur 
summo illo fini, ad quem Deus Mundum condidit atque conservavit hactenus" (— 
Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 308). Concerning persons bestowed with power Driessen 
writes: “At vero, neque hi potestatem accipere, neque illi transferre poterant alia lege, 
quam hac, ipsum Deum omni societati humanae semper debere dominari, adeoque 
ad aequitatem naturalem, vel Dei Voluntatem, vel in hominis Conscientia, vel alio 
modo revelatam, in administranda. Civitate omnia esse exigenda, non alias pro variis 
circumstantiis varias ferendas esse leges, quam quae spectant ad salutem publicam 
divinae gloriae subordinatam." “Quare legi divinae et Princeps et Populus semper 
manet obnoxius ..." (verbally identical with Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 308—309). 

9! Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 332-334, here 332: “... non desunt qui nescio quam 
fingant Politicen, quae ex principio fluat aliquo et a lege naturae et a revelatione divina 
distincto. Tertium nempe actionum in vita civili principium normamque obtrudunt, 
hominum puta cohabitantium felicitatem externam, quietem tranquillitatemve, quasi 
illa per se spectata esset veritas vel veri aequique norma, quasi esset finis per se 
spectandus”; 333: “Quod autem ad cohabitantis Societatis tranquillitatem, non est illa 
per se spectata veri et recti principium vel norma, sed aliquid alteri principio, normae, 
et fini subordinatum," and so on. 

62 Cf. Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 333-335. 
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ultimate end? Two suggestions may be made here. In the first place: 
Spinoza spoke of a *... Republic and empire, where the well-being of 
the whole people, not that of the ruler, is the highest law (Republica et 
imperio, ubi salus totius populi, non imperantis, summa lex est ...)”;® of someone 
in power, for whom *... the well-being and utility of his empire should 
be the highest law (sui imperti salus et utilitas summa lex debet esse ...)^;9* of 
laws that, as laws, “... always intend only the honour, well-being, and 
security of the whole people (semper solum universi populi honorem, salutem et 
securitatem intendunt. …)”;® and according to Spinoza “... it follows, that 
the well-being of the people is the highest law, to which all [laws], both 
human and divine, should be adjusted (sequitur, salutem. populi summam 
esse legem, cut omnes, tam humanae, quam divinae accommodari. debent).”® By 
subjecting both Divine law (which in Spinoza is in the end nothing 
else than positive human law) and human law to human welfare as the 
highest standard (summa lex), Spinoza proposes a view that 1s the exact 
opposite of Driessen's theological defence of Divine law. By attacking 
this Spinozist view, Driessen also implicitly reveals his disagreement 
with Spinoza's rejection of natural law. Spinoza argued that good and 
evil are not related to “things in themselves,"* but to that which is, 
from a human standpoint, useful or not. Sin (peccatum), in Spinozist 
philosophy—and similarly, it seems, in earlier liberal or free thought — 
does not exist at all in the “state of nature (m statu natural),” but only “in 
the civil state, where it is also decided by common consent what is good 
and what evil (... in statu Civili, ubi et communi consensus decernitur, quid 
bonum, quidve malum sit ...).^?? To all this, Driessen is opposed, implicitly 
at least. 


63 Spinoza, Tractatus theologico-politicus, c. 16; ed. C. Gebhardt, Spinoza, Opera, II, 
194,35-195,1 (cf. trans. S. Shirley, 243). 

6t Tractatus theologico-politicus, c. 16, ed. Gebhardt, HI, 197,2; cf. trans. Shirley, 245. 

65 "Tractatus theologico-politicus, c. 17, ed. Gebhardt, III, 218,9-10; cf. trans. Shirley, 267. 

96 Tractatus theologico-politicus, c. 19, ed. Gebhardt, HI, 232,21-22; cf. trans. Shirley, 
284. 

67 Ethica, IV, praefatio; ed. C. Gebhardt (ed.), Spinoza, Opera, II, Heidelberg 1972, 
208,8-209,10; cf. trans. Krop, 346-347, trans. Van Suchtelen, 206. 

68 Ethica, IV, def. 1-2; ed. Gebhardt, II, 209,12-15; cf. trans. Krop, 348-349, trans. 
Van Suchtelen, 207. 

69 The Voetian theologian Johannes Hoornbeeck, at least, mentioned as one of the 
tenets of libertinism the assertion that sin is just a human idea; Hofmeyr, Johannes 
Hoornbeeck as polemikus, 123-124. 

7€ Spinoza, Ethica, IV, prop. 37, schol. 2, ed. Gebhardt, IL, 238,15-239,3; cf. trans. 
Krop, 398-399, trans. Van Suchtelen, 238-239. There could be a tension between 
Spinoza's assumption of a consensus on what is good and evil on the one hand, and 
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In addition, Driessen can be seen as opposing, whether consciously 
or not, Christian Wolff. Although Wolff claimed that “welfare of a 
commonwealth” is its “highest good,” he also stated that a society 
goes wrong when that which it strives after is not in accordance with 
natural law.” The latter qualification, however, is not made explicit 
again when Wolff describes welfare as the factor that motivates people 
to participate in a society. He writes that “the common welfare is the 
highest or ultimate law in a society (die gemeine Wohlfahrt ist das höchste 
oder letzte Gesetze in einer Gesellschaft.” It is possible that Driessen warns 
against Wolffian statements like this one, even though Wolff, as has just 
been noted, starts his discussion of civil laws by identifying natural law 
as moral norm. He admits that the natural law may sometimes not be 
observed in civil law, but this need not be the case.” On the other hand, 
as has been noted above, Wolff loosened up natural law from its Divine 
origin by hypothesizing about a natural law without an existing Divine 
Lawgiver. Hence, there seems to be sufficient evidence to conclude 
that Driessen, when he speaks of those who found politics on principles 
other than natural law and Divine revelation, namely on the "principle 
or norm" (principium normamve; compare Wolffs höchste und letzte Gesetze) 
of external happiness (felicitas; compare Wolffs gemeine Wohlfahrt) and 
tranquillity (quies tranquillitasque; compare Wolffs gemeine Sicherheit),”° also 
attacks tenets that are held in Wolffian philosophy—in a more indirect 


his “utilitarian” definition of good and evil (Ethica, IV, def. 1, ed. Gebhardt, II, 209,12— 
14, see above, note 68) on the other hand. 

7! Chr. Wolff, Verniinfftige Gedancken von dem gesellschaffilichen Leben der Menschen und 
insonderheit dem gemeinen Wesen, 4th ed. Frankfurt/Leipzig 1736, repr. with an introduc- 
tion by H.W. Arndt, Hildesheim/New York 1975, 3 (83): “Denn die Wohlfahrt einer 
Gesellschaft kónnen wir nicht anders ansehen als das hóchste Gut, was eine derglei- 
chen Gesellschaft erreichen kann." As Wolffs work was published in 1721 (Wundt, Die 
deutsche Schulphilosophie, 146), Driessen could have been aware of it. 

7? Von dem gesellschafftlichen Leben, 4 ($5). 

73 Von dem gesellschaffilichen Leben, 7 ($11); cf. 163 (8215): “Die gemeine Wohlfahrt 
demnach und Sicherheit ist das hóchste und letzte Gesetze im gemeinen Wesen, und 
demnach die Regel, darnach man alles im gemeinen Wesen zu entscheiden hat, diese: 
Thue, was die gemeine Wohlfahrt befördert und die gemeine Sicherheit erhält. Hingegen unterlaß, was 
die gemeine Wohlfahrt hindert und der gemeinen Sicherheit zuwieder ist.” 

™ Von dem gesellschafftlichen Leben, 415-418 (88 401—402). 

75 Von der Menschen Thun und Lassen, zur Beförderung ihrer Glückseligkeit, 16-17 (820): *... 
so ist das Gesetze der Natur durch die Natur fest gestellet worden und würde stat [sic] 
finden, wenn auch gleich der Mensch keinen Oberen hátte, der ihn dazu verbinden 
kónte: ja es würde statt finden, wenn auch gleich kein Gott wäre.” 

76 All of these Wolffian terms can be found in Von dem gesellschafftlichen Leben, 163 
(8215). For Driessen, see Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 332-335. 
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way than in Spinozism, however, for Wolff maintains at the same time 
the norm of natural law.” 

A second reason why Driessen's theory can be characterized as a 
Christian natural law theory is his claim that in his book Lumen et doc- 
trina conscientiae he developed a rational—not a biblical—ethic, but one 
that was informed by the Bible and not independent from it. He was 
certainly willing to develop a rational ethic, but not in the sense of a 
moral theory that was exclusively based on rational insight and devel- 
oped independently from Divine revelation. Extant pagan ethics itself 
reveals, writes Driessen, a striking lack of insight into true morality. 
‘Though human reason as such contains the principles of truth and 
goodness, it needs biblical illumination. Therefore, Driessen is giving 
such an ethic, “as reason, illustrated by Scripture, teaches (qualem docet 
Ratio per Scripturam illustrata)? However, even though this ethic takes 
notice of Scripture, it is still different from what Driessen calls Ethica 
Evangelica, which discusses the duties on the basis of conscience and the 
grace of Jesus Christ.’® Driessen's rational explanation of human duties 


77 Driessen was also opposed to the philosophy of Leibniz, but Leibniz had not 
much printed on issues concerning natural law; K. Haakonssen, ‘Divine/Natural Law 
Theories in Ethics,’ in: D. Garber/M. Ayers (eds.), The Cambridge History of Seventeenth- 
Century Philosophy, Il, Cambridge 1998, 1317-1357, here 1342-1343. Yet it seems that 
Leibniz would agree to some extent to Driessen's rejection of making “tranquillity and 
happiness”— without reference to God—a norm: “But my analysis of this is scarcely 
recognized by our author, [namely] that in a universal society governed by God every 
virtue, as has already been said many times, is comprehended among the obligations of 
universal justice; and not only external acts, but also all of our sentiments are regulated 
by a certain rule of law; thus those who are worthy of being philosophers of law [must] 
consider not only concord among men [humanae tranquillitatis], but also friendship with 
God, the possession of which assures us of an enduring felicity,” ‘Opinion on the 
Principles of Pufendorf (1706), in: P. Riley (ed.), Leibniz, Political Writings, Cambridge 
1989, 64—75, here 73. Still, Leibniz makes no reference, in this ‘Opinion,’ to the glory 
of God as an aim (“... the end of the law is the good of those who observe it ...," 75). 

78 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 309-310: “Ethicam vero concinnamus non 
qualem Ratio dictare et praestare possit hominibus etiam Divina Revelatione desti- 
tutis; quam parum valet Ratio per Scripturam S. non illustrata, quamvis rectique prin- 
cipia in se contineat, abunde probat Genülium Philosophorum Moralis ex qua verae 
Virtutis vera definitio exulat; illud agere ex principio amoris Det secundum Voluntatem gus 
ad gloriam illius (quod omnis rectae Ethices fundamentum est) quam profunde apud 
ipsos delitescit?"; cf. 310: “Quando ergo Ethica Evangelica officia inculcat ex utroque 
principio nempe ex doctrina Conscientiae et Doctrine de Gratia divina in Christo oblata; Nos 
heic in Morali nostra Naturali officia tantum deducimus ex principio Rationis sed per 
Scripturam S. illustratae ... Ceteroquin agnoscimus purissimam et salutiferam Ethicen 
ex solo Sacro Codice hauriri. Supponit autem et confirmat Evangelica Ethica hujus ratio- 
nalis nostrae quae detegimus et inspicimus principia.” Cf. 313 on prejudices that may 
appear rational. On non-Christian ethics, cf. Driessen, Evangelische zedekunde, opgemaakt 
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focuses on human conscience and its inherent awareness of profound 
dependence on God—this focus on the human subject reveals Carte- 
sian influence, and Driessen was not the last theologian to philosophise 
about human dependence on God.? Driessen closely tied together nat- 
ural law and the Bible as the principle of ethics.? It is therefore rea- 
sonable to conclude that Driessen leaves no place for a rational ethic 
that 1s consciously emancipated from Scripture. Even though natural 
ethics is rational and its principles are given in human reason (Driessen 
is not inconsistent with his own admission of an inborn law, cf. Romans 
2), it can only be unfolded well with the help of Scripture. Driessen's 
attempt to unfold a rational ethics in Biblical light stood in the way ofa 
transformation of a theological into a rational natural law theory. 


3. Law, Politics and the Issue of Toleration 


There is, inevitably, a link between natural law or the Decalogue and 
politics. On the basis of the biblical notion that every human person 
has some awareness of the law of God (Rom. 2:14), which includes 
a command to worship God, it is relevant to ask what implications 
this has for civil government. The Confessio Belgica (1561), one of the 
confessions of the Dutch Reformed Church, described as a task of 
civil government the promotion of the Church and obstruction of false 
religion (art. 36).? In this context various questions, both theoretical 


volgens de beginzelen der rede- en genadeleer, and ed. Utrecht 1717, preface, [iv]- [viii]. When 
Driessen in 1722 stated that the truths of reason need biblical illumination (“Het ligt 
by my zoo, dat de beste Metaphysica uit de H. Schriftuur moet worden gehaalt; of, 
om het anders te zeggen, dat de waarheden, die in de beginzzelen der Rede liggen, 
door de Schriftuur uitgehaalt en opgeheldert worden, zoo dat het Schriftuur-licht het 
Rede-ligt eerst moet ontsteken, zal het helder schynen"; preface to: Kepotyrannus Ger- 
manus/ Cartesius Kristianus, Kort begrip der Geulingiaanse zedekonst, Groningen 1722, [v]), 
he was not that far removed from what the attacked philosopher Arnold Geulincx had 
said in his Ethica in the preface to the reader, in: Land (ed.), Opera philosophica, III, 8 (cf. 
above, Chapter 1, footnote 173). 

79 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 310—311. 

80 Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, Totius operis compendium, [Ixxxi], 334 in margine: 
*Jus Naturae est omnis aequi et iniqui discriminandi principium, et ubi divina accedit 
Revelatio cum illa principium primum et unicum." 

9! Text in: Bakhuizen van den Brink, Belijdenisgeschriften, 140-143. Cf. K. van der 
Zwaag, Onverkort of gekortwiekt? Artikel 36 van de Nederlandse Geloofsbelydenis en de spanning 
tussen overheid en religie. Een. systematisch-historische interpretatie van een ‘omstreden’ geloofsartikel, 
Heerenveen 1999. 
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and practical, can be raised. In this section two such questions are 
addressed in particular. 

The first of these questions can be answered briefly: Do Divine and 
natural law prescribe a particular form of government? Voetius thinks 
this is not the case. Political authority (potestas) is “per se good and 
legitimate" and comes “immediately from God" (he refers to Rom. 
13:1—5, John 19:38, Isa. 49:22 and 60:2-3), so it is not derived from “the 
church or the pope" or anywhere else.? Yet the practical form in which 
this political authority can be articulated is left open by Divine right. 
There is no Divine rule prescribing either monarchy or any other form 
of government. Nor is monarchy the best form of government.” The 
particular way in which political authority is organised 1s "indifferent, 
neither evil nor good, by Divine law immediately neither prohibited 
nor prescribed," in other words, humans can choose the form they 
prefer. Accordingly the exercise of political authority 1s indebted to 
a twofold causality: “every power is from God, and it is a human 
creature or ordination.”® This open position sheds some light on the 


9? Voetius, De magistratu politico’ [Th. Verhoeven, 4 July 1635], SDTh IV, 206- 
211, here 206-207. See also E. Conring, Kirche und Staat nach der Lehre der niederländischen 
Calvinisten in der ersten Hälfte des 17. Jahrhunderts, Neukirchen 1965, 61. 

#3 ‘De magistratu politico,’ SDTh IV, 210. Cf. ‘De jure regio Hebraeorum. Disquisi- 
tio textualis ad r Samuel VIII v. 11-19’ [E. Vianen, 26 October 1653], SDTh IV, 212-213: 
“Quia specialis modus seu species et forma regiminis huic aut illo populo, regioni, civ- 
itati, pro ratione circumstantiarum aptanda, est xtiois Avdowniva, 1 Petr. 2 v. 13, atque 
adeo non est directe et immediate juris divini moralis sive naturalis sive positivi, seu 
non est juris universalis, immutabilis ac perpetui; sed tantum est juris divini permis- 
sivi, secundum quod jus positivum humanum constituitur a lege regia seu fundamentali 
Principatus; et haec a pacto conventionali communitatis." It is unacceptable to sug- 
gest that *... regimen Monarchicum, quale est in regnis Europaeis, esse solum legiti- 
mum regimen; non Aristocraticum, aut Democraticum, aut mixtum," see ‘De errore 
et haeresi, pars secunda’ [10 July 1655, J. de Mol], SDTh II, 703—713, here 705. See 
also Conring, Kirche und Staat, 62; Fries, Lehre vom Staat, 76—77, who also cites, on 81-82, 
Voetius, PE I, 143. 

9* De jure regio Hebraeorum," SDTh IV, 213-214, here 213: *... habeo quod volo; 
indifferens scil. esse jus divinum ad quamvis regiminis formam consensu et pacto con- 
ventionali communitatis, sive eorum ad quos hoc pertinet, libere et rite hic et nunc 
instituendam; et consequenter quodlibet regimen politicum quod ad speciem et for- 
mam esse In se et sua natura indifferens, moraliter nec malum nec bonum, lege divina 
immediate nec prohibitum nec praeceptum," and 214: “Unde nullus theologus inferet 
judices, consiliarios, omnes immediate a Deo solo constitui et dependere, eorumque 
potestatem quod ad quantitatem, qualitatem et modum immediate a jure divino posi- 
tivo in specie determinatam esse. Distinctionem necessariam hanc suggerunt loca inter 
se collata Rom. 13 v. 1, 2, et Prov. 1 v. 15, 16, cum 1 Petr. 2 v. 13, 14. Ubi omnis potestas 
dicitur esse a Deo, et creatura seu ordinatio humana: quod utrumque aeque regibus ac 
praefectis, et vice versa applicatur." Cf. “Syllabus quaestionum ad Decalogum,’ SDTh 
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fact that Dutch Voetians have frequently been supporters of the House 
of Orange, not Patriots. For if these Voetians really followed Voetius, 
their support of stadtholders was not primarily due to the fact that the 
function of stadtholders by succession as such was considered a superior 
form in government. A reason for their preference rather has to be 
sought in a certain policy or perhaps in the historical contribution that 
the House of Orange made to country and Church, in which Voetian 
Orangists could recognize an expression of God's providential favour.® 
Van Mastricht was not very interested in political questions, and 
he does not seem to have expressed his thoughts on the question of 
whether one particular form of government might be more desirable 
than others. Driessen wrote of a transfer of power from the people to 
those whom they considered able to govern.® This view obviously com- 
bines various elements and still leaves open various possibilities of polit- 
ical organisation. Driessen insists that all these should fulfil the condi- 
tion that God's law 1s acknowledged and that only such laws are passed 
as promote “the public well-being, as subservient to the Divine glory." 
Therefore, the conclusion seems warranted that a theological view of 
public government in Voetius and Driessen did not commit itself to one 
single form of government, but was basically open to different models. 
The scant attention they seem prepared to devote to the topic suggests 


IV, 797: “An certa forma regiminis, Monarchica, Democratica, Aristocratica, mixta, 
positive a Deo sit praescripta; an vero jure divino nationibus quibusvis et hominum 
societatibus hoc relictum sit? Af Poster.” 

55 Cf, on the eighteenth Century, Huisman, Neerlands Israël, 88-89, 112-113: *... 
waren de meeste gereformeerden ook fervente tegenstanders van de monarchie … 
Zij betoonden zich voorstanders van de forma mixta-regering, waarbij de waardering 
voor de Oranjes ook weer niet ten koste van de achting voor de regenten mocht 
gaan.” H.W. Blom mentions research that led to the insight “that more often than not 
Orangists accepted some form of mixed constitution"; Morality and Causality in Politics. 
The Rise of Naturalism in Dutch Seventeenth-Century Political Thought, PhD diss. University of 
Utrecht 1995, 99. 

86 Driessen, Delineatio, 38: “Quando ergo ad regundam Societatem potestate atque 
moderamine esset opus, Homines, quos Naturo [sic] aequales finxit, Potestatem, cujus 
fundamentum est apud ipsum Populum, transtulerunt in eos, quos censuerunt esse 
optimos, qui salutem curarent publicam" (also, corrected, in Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 
309). 

97 Delineatio, 38: “At vero, neque hi potestatem accipere, neque illi transferre poterant 
alia lege, quam hac, ipsum Deum omni societati humanae semper debere dominari, 
adeoque ad aequitatem naturalem, vel Dei Voluntatem, vel in hominis Conscientia, 
vel alio modo revelatam, in administranda Civitate omnia esse exigenda, non alias 
pro variis circumstantiis varias ferendas esse leges, quam quae spectant ad salutem 
publicam divinae gloriae subordinatam” (= Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 308). 
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that they had no objection to maintaining the status quo. This confirms 
the results of earlier research which has noted that this relative openness 
and a degree of conformism to actual circumstances was characteristic 
of both Reformed and Lutheran theology during the later seventeenth 
century.” 

The second question of this section is related to the function of the 
law of God in public life. As the first commandment of the Decalogue 
prescribes worship of the one true God, one practical question that 
arises is what this means for everyday political life and for the govern- 
ment's attitude towards those who do not worship the true God. In the 
previous chapter it has been noted that Reformed theology, at least in 
representatives such as Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen, accepted 
liberty of conscience. But in what way is the Decalogue the norm for 
politics? For good reasons it has been argued that “[c]onsidered histor- 
ically, the ‘protestant’ idea of toleration is the product of the secularisa- 
tion of the Reformation." As has been argued in the first part of this 
chapter, Voetius, Van Mastricht and Driessen did not hold to a secu- 
larising view of natural law, but what were their views on toleration??! 
They differed very much among themselves as to the amount of atten- 
tion paid to these 1ssues. Whereas Van Mastricht was extremely brief 
on these questions, Driessen developed more of a theoretical position, 
and Voetius wrote most extensively on these issues.? What they have in 


88 Compare what E.H. Kossmann, Political Thought in the Dutch Republic. Three Studies, 
Amsterdam 2000, 46, says about Voetians. 

99 Fries, Lehre vom Staat, 72-82, 105, 158, 160, 168; on conformism, see also 110-111; 
on opposition, however, to the notion of “Volkssouveränität” see also 117, 157, 163. 

% E. Wolf, “Toleranz nach evangelischem Verständnis,’ in idem, Peregrinatio, II, Stu- 
dien zur reformatorischen Theologie, zum Kirchenrecht und zur Sozialethik, München 
1965, 284-299, here 291. 

91 On Voetius and toleration, see OJ. de Jong, “Voetius en de tolerantie,’ in: J. van 
Oort et al. (eds.), De onbekende Voettus, 109-116; Israel, Dutch Republic, 909-910; Israel, 
“The Intellectual Debate About Toleration In the Dutch Republic,’ in: C. Berkvens- 
Stevelinck/J. Israel/G.H.M. Posthumus Meyjes (eds), The Emergence of Tolerance in the 
Dutch Republic, Leiden/New York/Köln 1997, 3-36, here 21-24; Van Andel, Zendingsleer, 
28-30, 158-168; Fries, Lehre vom Staat, 135-136, 138—139. A very brief characterisation 
is given by W. Frijhoff, ‘Religious Toleration in the United Provinces: From “Case” to 
“Model,” in: R. Po-Chia Hsia/H. van Nierop (eds.), Calvinism and Religious Toleration in 
the Dutch Golden Age, Cambridge 2002, 27-52, here 28-29. 

?? Yet E.H. Kossmann claimed: “The broad scholarly interests of Voetius, Gijsbert 
Voet (1589-1676), leader of the extreme Calvinists and a close friend of Berckringer's, 
did not extend to political theory and there is no reason to suppose either that he 
wanted to step outside the traditions of Dutch Aristotelianism and humanism or that 
he could have breathed new life into the idea of popular sovereignty which, almost 
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common is a theological approach of the question as to how much pub- 
lic space can be allowed to various religious expressions—in this, they 
differed from Spinoza.?? 

As mere expressions of indifference or self-interest, pleas for toler- 
ation are not very interesting theologically or philosophically What 
rather matters is whether there are some underlying reflections on the 
particular value that should be protected by toleration. And even more 
important are reflections on the limits of toleration, that 1s to say, on 
the intolerable. For such considerations suppose that there 1s something 
more important than what can just be tolerated. That which cannot 
be permitted is an infringement upon something more valuable and 
significant, at least as far as the state is concerned, than all those 
differing views and practices that are susceptible to being tolerated. 
Thus when an interpretation of a few seventeenth- and eighteenth- 
century theologians is attempted here, it is helpful to focus on the 
value that is supposed to need protection by either toleration or non- 
toleration. 

Voetius agrees to the common view among Reformation theologians 
that the government is utriusque tabulae custos, responsible to maintain 
all of the Ten Commandments, not only those regarding inter-human 
relations but also those regarding the service due to God.” This is 


unnoticed, was slipping into oblivion, even though he certainly recognized the rights 
of the ephors, or the Estates, to resist a tyrannical prince”; Political Thought, 44-45.— 
On (the condition for) opposition to tyranny, see Voetius, ‘De magistratu politico,’ 109; 
‘Quaestio an sedes romana compatibilis sit cum politiis reformatis [N.S. Illye Falvi, 13 
March 1647],’ SDTh IL, 827-868, here 856-862 (esp. 857-859, and cf. 866-867).—On 
“intolerable” error, see also Voctius, ‘De errore et haeresi, pars secunda’ [J. de Mol, ro 
July 1655], SDTh IL, 705-706. Voetius’s contribution to political thought is indicated 
in G.O. van de Klashorst/H.W. Blom/E.O.G. Haitsma Mulier, Bibliography of Dutch Sev- 
enteenth Century Political Thought. An Annotated Inventory, 1581-1710, Amsterdam/Maarssen 
1986, 32, 36, 44, 70-71, 77, 97, 102. 

93 J. Israel, Locke, Spinoza and the Philosophical Debate Concerning Toleration in the Early 
Enlightenment (c. 1670 — c. 1750), Amsterdam 1999, 16-17: *... by placing the main 
emphasis on individual freedom of thought and expression, and not on freedom on 
conscience and religious practice, Spinoza is clearing a much wider space for liberty 
than do Locke or Bayle with their theologically-based theories of toleration.” 

9* Voetius, PE I/2, 480, 440. He refers, 468, to Ph. Melanchthon. On seventeenth- 
century theologians, see K. van der Zwaag, Artikel 36, 187-189 (on Johannes Wttenbo- 
gaert: 192 n. 52); cf. also Conring, Kirche und Staat, 42, 65, 144, 146, 148-149, 151, 156, 
161, 183; Fries, Lehre vom Staat, 100-101, 103, 152, 154 (cf. 155) 162, 167 (where the notion 
is attributed to “vorreformatorische Tradition"); J. Heckel, “Cura religionis, Ius in sacra, 
Tus circa sacra,’ in Festschrift Ulrich Stutz zum siebzigsten Geburtstag. Dargebracht von Schülern, 
Freunden und Verehrern (1938) repr. Amsterdam 1969, 224—298, here 229-247, 295. 
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basically also the view of Van Mastricht and of Driessen.” The view 
that government has to uphold all of the Ten Commandments implies 
that it has a responsibility also with regard to the public aspects of true 
religion. What are the basic positions of Voetius in this respect? 

With its God-given authority (cf. Romans 13:4) and as a ‘guard of 
both tables’ of the Decalogue the government—as Voetius says, refer- 
ring to various texts from the Old Testament—has “authority (potestas) 
with respect to religion.” This is a political power concerning the exter- 
nal side of the church, which leaves intact the internal Jurisdiction of 
the church itself.” This position on the government's power in external 
religious affairs is consonant with Voetius's distinction between liberty 
of conscience (libertas conscientiae) and liberty of exercise (libertas exerci- 
tü). As has been noted in the previous chapter, liberty of conscience to 
Voetius means freedom of conscience for religious belief in God with- 
out being compelled to renounce one's own inner conviction in favour 
of a contrary opinion. Liberty of exercise 1s another freedom, and means 
the liberty to practise publicly one's faith in accordance with the con- 
viction of conscience, and to do so both as an individual and in the 
company of others.? Voetius states that everyone enjoys liberty of con- 
science. He can even call this “absolutely necessary" The basic rea- 


95 See for instance Van Mastricht, Hypotyposis theologiae asceticae (III, c. 9), ThPTh 
1298; Driessen, Delineatio, 38: “Quare legi divinae et Princeps et Populus semper manet 
obnoxius ..." (= Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 309—309). 

?6 Voetius, ‘De magistratu politico, SDTh IV, 108, referring to Judg. 17:56 and 
18:1; 1Kgs. 15:12-14 (the reference is not entirely clear: “1 Reg. 15. 14 et 12 [22?]. 14”; 
perhaps 22:15 is meant); 2 Kgs. 18:4-5; ? Chr. 19:11 and 29:5, 21; Isa. 49:23; Ps. 2:10-12. 
C£ PE 1/2, 387: “Magistratui jure divino tanquam Dei ministro et custodi utriusque 
tabulae competere potestatem circa religionem, et ecclesiam, ac negotia religionis seu 
ecclesiastica, nec non personas ecclesiasticas sive seorsim sive collegiatim consideratas"; 
and ‘Syllabus quaestionum ad Decalogum,’ SDTh IV, 797; A. de Groot (ed.), Gisbertus 
Voetius, Inaugurele rede, 38-39. On Voetius’s view on state-church relations, see J.Th. de 
Visser, Kerk en staat, IL, 391—403. 

97” ‘De magistratu politico, SDTh IV, 108. This power “... non esse formaliter 
ecclesiasticam, sed politicam, saecularem, coactivam, supremam ...”; PE 1/2, 387. 

% The distinction is explained in PE I/2, 380-383, and maintained and applied at 
various points in Voetius's theology. On Voetius's disputation ‘De libertate conscientiae 
et permissione religionum in Republica,’ see Van Andel, Zendingsleer, 24-25, 28-30; on 
politics and true and false religion, see 158—168. 

?9 Voetius, PE I/2, 448: *... libertas conscientiae, dicit libertatem sentiendi et cre- 
dendi in interiori conscientia de Deo et rebus divinis; absque coactione illam fidem 
deponendi, et oppositam recipiendi, amplectendi, profitendi. Libertas exercitii, dicit 
libertatem juxta interiorem conscientiae sensum exteriori homine fidem et religionem 
suam sive bonam sive malam seorsim et in conventibus ecclesiasticis publice profitendi, 
exercendi, defendendi, propagandi." See also above, Chapter 4, footnote 231. 
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son why liberty of conscience should be respected 1s that only God is 
Lord of the conscience." Liberty of exercise, the freedom of public or 
semi-public profession, however, is something the legitimate political 
authority is entitled either to grant or not. By definition governmental 
policy can be outwardly coercive, but it cannot legitimately constrain 
human conscience. Yet liberty of conscience does not extend so far as to 
include that individuals publicly exercise their “false (that is, idolatrous 
or heretical or apostatical) religion" and either to ask the government to 
support this exercise or ignore a relevant governmental prohibition. !°! 
While a government has to guard the whole Decalogue, its respon- 
sibility is restricted to the external, public sphere. Thus, with respect 
to “true religion," its officials are bound “in conscience by the com- 
mandment of God”— vt juris divini et naturalis—to “not only permit, that 
is not impede, but also to promote, favour, protect and, as far as is in 
its power, to equip" it.!° Accordingly, when political authorities have 
the competence (potestas) and the power (potentia) to do so, they should 
try to take away as far as possible *all evils and sins ... that do harm 
to the glory of God, the well-being of humans and the public good”— 
and in this category belong transgressions of “the first table” of the Ten 
Commandments. Hence Voetius considers certain theological errors 
as “politically intolerable (zntolerabilis in Politia),” such as the assumption 
that *God, not man, is the cause of all evil actions; that God does not 
reign over human affairs and is not the judge of evil deeds.” He men- 
tions various reasons why the government can and should *with a good 


100 See also PE I/2, 401: *... libertas conscientiae, seu cordis ac cogitationum: in 
quas nulla potestas humana, sed sola divina imperium habet"; and 447: *... libertas 
conscientiae, ejusque usurpatio absolute est necessaria, et non tantum semper, sed 
etiam ad semper obligat ..." Cf. De errore et haeresi, pars octava, SDTh III, 801; 
H. Bavinck, De Katholiciteit van Christendom en Kerk, ed. G. Puchinger, Kampen 1968, 28. 

101 PE 1/2, 387-388: “Nemini licet in foro conscientiae falsam religionem (h.e. idolo- 
latricam, aut haereticam, aut apostaticam) ejusque liberam professionem et exercitium 
suscipere, aut cam a Magistratu postulare, aut inscio invitoque Magistratu sibi sumere 
et usurpare." 

102 PE 1/2, 387; Latin quote from 436. 

103 ‘De errore et haeresi, pars octava, quae est de impedimentis et remediis haeresios,’ 
SDTh III, 802: “Quia Magistratus, quousque potestas et potentia adest, omnia mala et 
peccata arcere atque impedire debet, quae Dei gloriae, hominum saluti, et publico 
bono praejudiciant. Atqui talia sunt haereses contra priorem tabulam." 

104 ‘De errore et haeresi, pars secunde’ [J. de Mol; ro July 1655], SDTA III, 705: 
“Quales in thesi sunt, Deum esse causam, non hominem, omnium actionum malarum: 
Deum non regere res humanas, nec esse vindicem scelerum: Omnes homines esse 
ordine et potestate aequales, nec ullam superioritatem admittendam." 
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conscience" prohibit the public exercise of religion (exercitia et conventic- 
ula) of both unbelievers and heretics. ‘These eight considerations deserve 
to be summarised. In the first place, as biblical texts indicate (Isa. 49:23, 
Ps. 2:12), “the magistrate has to protect and, insofar as it can, propagate 
true religion and the church as the unique way to salvation," which 
means that obstacles to this should be removed. Political authorities 
should, moreover, *care for and promote not only the temporal but 
also the eternal well-being of the subjects" and take away impediments 
to that. In the interest of *the peace of the Republic and the concord 
of subjects" public exercise of various religions should be forbidden. 
The government, as “God on earth, the vicar of the highest God,” is 
called to “honour God” and suppress what dishonours Him. Heresy is 
often linked with moral corruption; in order to curb the latter the for- 
mer too should be restrained in the public sphere. Voetius also refers 
to the Divine command (Deut. 7 and 12), so that, “to say the least, it 
is not inconsistent with Divine and natural law if a Magistrate who has 
the competence (potestas) and power (potentia)” tries to inhibit the public 
exercise of false religion. Voetius's other two arguments refer to “exam- 
ples praised in the Scriptures" and “in the churches and church histo- 
ries,” as well as to “the common view and practice of Protestants.”! In 
short, unnecessary toleration of public transgressions of the first table 
of the Decalogue 1s opposed to the glory of God and the well-being 
of civil subjects. It is the duty of the magistrate to foster the latter, as 
values that need protection by non-toleration. 

Voetius's argument for non-toleration is based on the presupposition 
that the government has a responsibility also to maintain the first table 
of the Decalogue, which is violated by public idolatry and false religion. 
Hence he argued against governmental toleration of the public worship 
of pagan, anti-trinitarian, Jewish, and Roman Catholic religion. He 


105 PE 1/2, 439—440. Cf. the reference to Deuteronomy with Voetius's view that no 
Old Testament law ever contradicted Divine and natural law; ‘De errore et haeresi, 
pars octava, SDTh III, 809. 

106 Cf. PE 1/2, 439. On pagan religion: ‘De gentilismo et vocatione gentium, pars 
secunde’ [R. Heysius, 15 December 1638], SDTh U, 601-621, here 613. On Roman 
Catholicism: *Quaestio an sedes romana compatibilis sit cum politiis reformatis,’ SDTh, 
IL, 827-868, here 845; 'Inventarium controversiarum de temporali potestate papae, 
pars altera’ [R. Hattingh, 3 June 1652], SD7h II, 807-826, here 812-820; PE 1/2, 
490—529. On anti-trinitarianism: ‘De necessitate et utilitate dogmatis de SS. "Trinitate? 
[PI. Saenvliet, 23 February 1639], SDTh I, 489-520, here 501-502; PE 1/2, 529- 
551 (this discussion also includes Socinians, Arians and others). On Judaism: ‘De 
judaismo, pars altera’ [J. Breberenus, 9 September 1637], SDTh IL, 93-124, here 111— 
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also warned against toleration of expressions of atheism in the public 
sphere." In his view, a government may take the following measures: 
authorities can forbid books, heretical meetings, schools and teaching 
that takes place clandestinely, and can exclude from public office. When 
civil authority 1s disobeyed or even actively resisted various degrees 
of punishments of agitators are possible, such as dismissal from their 
jobs, financial punishments and banishment from the place where they 
are active. !® Voetius opposed the Roman Catholic theologian Robert 
Bellarmine’s defence of capital punishment for heretics. '°° 

A characteristic feature of Voetius's view on toleration 1s that he con- 
sistently mentions as a precondition of furthering the glory of God and 
public well-being by non-toleration of false religious practices that this 
can be done only if the government has the required *competence 
(potestas)! and “power (potentia)? to forbid public exercise of false reli- 
gion.!!° This interesting condition is part of Voetius’s general view on 
whether it is sinful to permit the sins done by others. In a passage that 
in a nineteenth-century context of Dutch Reformed church divisions 
was cited with approval by Ph,J. Hoedemaker, Voetius says that this tol- 
eration of sins committed by other people is indeed itself a sin, unless 
two conditions are met. The first condition 1s the absence of *compe- 
tence (potestas)” and “power (potentia)” effectively to stop the sinner. The 
other condition for toleration to be blameless is that the sin 1s permitted 
to avert a “greater evil” or to “obtain a great and necessary good."!!! 


113. Cf. PE I/2, 439 and ‘De generali conversione Judaeorum, SDT II, 132 (cf. Van 
Andel, Zendingsleer, 153). On radical Remonstrants: PE I/2, 551-580. Cf. Van Andel, 
Kendingsleer, 30, 158-168. 

107 ‘De atheismo, pars quarta’ [G. de Bruyn, 13 July 1639], SDTh I, 179-180. 

108 De errore et haeresi, pars octava, SDTh III, 797. 

109 For a refutation of Bellarmine’s argumentation, see PE I/2, 404-409 (he responds 
to the arguments mentioned by R. Bellarminus, De controversiis christianae fidet, Contro- 
versiarum de membris ecclesiae liber tertius, de laicis sive saecularibus, III, 21, in: Opera 
omnia, ed. J. Fèvre, III, Paris 1870, repr. Frankfurt/M. 1965, 41-43). On the issue see 
also Voetius, ‘De errore et haeresi, pars octava,’ SDTh III, 804-809. 

110 See PE 1/2, 388, 436-437, 480, 490, 493, 515, 526—527, 530, 538, and also, for 
instance, ‘Quaestio an sedes romana compatibilis sit cum politiis reformatis,’ SDT II, 
840; ‘De errore et haeresi, pars octava,’ SDTh III, 797, 802; ‘Inventorium controver- 
siarum de temporali potestate papae, pars altera,’ SDT II, 813; ‘De necessitate et util- 
itate dogmatis de SS. Trinitate, SDTh I, 501. C£. ‘De gentilismo et vocatione gentium, 
pars secunda,’ SDTh II, 620: *... ubi per Remp. fieri potest ..." 

111 [Ph]. Hoedemaker], De leer en de practijk der Afgescheidenen en Doleerenden in strijd met 
de Heilige Schrift, Sneek n.d., 13, referring to Voetius, Ta Asketika, 649. See G.A. de 
Niet (ed.), Gisbertus Voetius, De praktijk der godzalıgheid, I, [649]: “Aff. [i.e. tolerantia alieni 
peccati inducat ejusdem communionem] Ex 1 Corinth. 5. vers. 2. 7.13; Apocal. 2.v. 20 
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Voetius thinks a similar toleration can be found in the Old Testament 
permission of polygamy and similar vices. These two basic conditions 
of acceptable toleration can be applied, he argues, to a variety of issues 
such as idolatry, schisms, usury, and so on.!? Thus, for example, usury 
can be tolerated by civil authorities as an evil they cannot disentangle 
from the underlying public good of loans.!? The political application 
with respect to false religion 1s explained at length in Voetius's Politica 
ecclesiastica. Here he states that even the most pious political authorities 
are not obliged, as a matter of conscience, to *everywhere and always 
impede” the public practices of false religion. This intolerance is under- 
taken in view of “the well-being of the Republic and the conservation 
and greater edification of the true church," but when the government 
lacks competence (potestas) or power (potentia) intolerance is not neces- 
sary.!'* This suggests that in some cases (a part of) the aim itself of 
non-toleration and the value that it was intended to protect would be 
damaged if a no-tolerance policy were in fact carried out. 

According to Voetius's definition, a government has competence 
(potestas) for intolerance if "the fundamental laws of the Republic," 
“conditions and stipulations” that were valid when political authorities 


coll. cum v. 2. Exceptis duobus casibus, quorum unus est, cum non est potestas & 
potentia, illud praeveniendi, aut impediendi, aut emendandi. Alter est, cum publice 
aut privatim malum aliquod toleratur, ut majus malum alioquin eventurum impediatur 
& praeveniatur, aut magnum et necessarium bonum obtineatur" (Dutch trans. by De 
Niet in vol. II, 484). On Hoedemaker's authorship of the cited pamphlet cf. Scheers, 
Hoedemaker, 292, and NCC. 

112 Voetius, Ta Asketika, 649; ed. De Niet, I, [649], trans. in II, 484. 

113 ‘De selectis quibusdam Problematis, pars septima,’ SD V, 646-648. Here too a 
reference to potestas and potentia is made, 648: *... aliud est permissio Magistratus, aliud 
ejusdem approbatio. Quod ad ipsam Magistratuum permissionem, fatemur non posse 
eam semper in eodem foro [poli] ab omni scrupulo et culpa absolvi, nisi coram Deo 
dicere possint, non esse vere suae potestatis aut potentiae vitium illud adhaerens a 
necessario mutuo publico separandi, Conferantur Theses nostrae, et Res Judicata.” On 
Voetius and usury, see WJ. van Asselt, “Een roepende zonde.” Gisbertus Voetius (1589- 
1676) en zijn strijd tegen de lombarden,’ in: Armzalig of armlastig? Armoede als vraagstuk en 
inspiratiebron in de theologie, Nieuw-Lekkerland, forthcoming. 

114 PE 1/2, 436-437: “Negamus Magistratum quemvis, etiam Christianum et caetera 
piissimum ad cujusvis sive infidelitatis, sive haeresios hereticissimae et pessimae, sub 
adscititio nomine Christiano, religionis exercitia, ubique et semper impedienda, pro- 
hibenda, profliganda, in conscientia teneri. Ratio haec est, Quia Magistratus non nisi 
ad Reipublicae salutem, et vere ecclesiae conservationem ac majorem aedificationem, 
ex conscientia muneris sul infidelitatis, haeresios, idololatriae licentiam coércere atque 
impedire debet. Jam vero tales casus incidere possunt, ut Magistratus ad hanc impedi- 
tionem non teneretur. Sunt autem isti casus I. cum deest potestas. … II. cum deest poten- 
tia; non peccat Magistratus tolerando malum, quod tollere non potest." 
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took up their responsibility, “some agreement or legitimate pact," and 
“the right of a third party"—of higher or lower political officials—leave 
room for this intolerance. As far as the power (potentia) is concerned, a 
government has the power to deny exercise of false religion 1f there 1s 
no situation of “extreme necessity.” But if there is such a situation, “the 
government cannot and therefore must not deny or impede" freedom 
of exercise, but “permit it temporarily, or also promise a permanent 
permission or toleration.” In such a case of necessity the political 
leadership “does not sin by tolerating an evil that it cannot remove." 
Voetius refers to what he seems to consider as comparable situations of 
necessity in the Bible: David could not go to the temple because of war, 
there was no opportunity any longer for the thief to be baptised on the 
cross, and so on.!!5 

Voetius specifies three kinds of circumstances in which the govern- 
ment lacks the required power (potentia) so that toleration cannot be 
avoided. When adherents of false religion are numerous and powerful, 
toleration cannot be refused without incurring a real risk that the state 
as such will disintegrate and get into great upheaval: “In this case a 
Republic and a church with this inconvenience is better than to have 
none at all.” If this situation of necessary toleration changes, the gov- 
ernment can make an attempt to change its policy, provided this 1s pos- 
sible in view of the “agreements and pacts” that are in effect.!!* Tolera- 
tion of false religion can in the second place be a necessary concession 
to be made in order for Christians elsewhere to be tolerated as well. A 


115 PE 1/2, 388, 436-437, here 388: “Adesse dicitur potestas, 1. cum legibus Reipubli- 
cae fundamentalibus; 2. aut conditionibus et stipulationibus in susceptione Principatus 
aut Magistratus intervenientibus. 3. aut conventione aliqua et pacto legitimo, 4. aut 
aliquo jure tertii non impeditur; h.e. cum Magistratus supremus sine subalterno, aut 
vice versa hic sine illo non potest. … Potentia adesse intelligitur, cum non incidunt casus 
coactionis et extremae necessitatis, in quibus Magistratus non potest, consequenter nec 
debet negare aut impedire; sed debet permittere pro tempore, aut etiam perpetuam 
permissionem seu tolerantiam promittere. Et tunc malum tolerando non peccat; nec 
etiam decretum et mandatum suum de tolerantia hoc est, publicam autoritatem con- 
siliis et armis defendendo"; 437: “In quo casu praestat Rempublicam et Ecclesiam cum 
hoc gravamine, quam nullam habere." 

116 PE V/2, 389, 437. Cf ‘De errore et haeresi, pars octava, SDTh II, 797: “Politica 
coércitio, est quam Magistratus conformiter juri divino et naturali adhibere potest, non 
tamen omnem aut semper et ubique debet: siquidem habenda est illi ratio ab una parte 
potestatis et potentiae suae, ab altera parte multitudinis errantium et modi ac gradus 
errorum: ne vulneret magis quam sanet, et remedium Reipublicae atque Ecclesiae fiat 
Ipso malo deterius." Fries, Lehre vom Staat, 136, note, cites a similar point made by 
Maresius. 
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third case of legitimate toleration applies when Christians are in a bad 
situation and cannot otherwise receive freedom (libertas). 

Voetius's position basically includes two reasons for unavoidable tol- 
eration: prevailing laws or agreements that grant freedom of exercise 
should not be violated, and the serious damage to Church and Repub- 
lic that seems imminent if the non-toleration that is desirable in itself 
was effectuated.''® In his book on seventeenth-century Lutheran and 
Reformed political views, Friedrich Fries interpreted the reference to 
Staatsraison as a typically Reformed argument.' Johannes Althusius 
is one example of an early seventeenth-century Reformed political 
thinker who adopted the general position that false religion deserves 
not to be tolerated in the public sphere, the exception being a situation 
in which such intolerance would lead to the disruption of the state.'?? 
Voetius himself mentions historical examples from the early Christian 
era onward, in which toleration of false religions was considered nec- 
essary. His position is thus informed by historical responses that Chris- 
tians gave in comparable situations. But how do the cases of inevitable 
toleration relate to the reasons for intolerance? 

The first reason for toleration is the respect needed for currently 
valid law that grants toleration. In other words, the government needs 
to have a formally acknowledged jus circa religionis that provides oppor- 
tunity for intolerance.?! This argument may seem to amount to a legal 
positivism that is at odds with Voetius’s basic position: for if he consid- 
ers the dictate of conscience and the commandment of God as decisive 
and if he claims that the government’s field of operation is “limited by 


117 PE 1/2, 388-389. In PE I/2, 437-438 Voetius gives a slightly different list of six 
“degrees” of governmental inability (impotentia) to forbid heterodox practices. 

118 For the latter, cf. Azor's reasons for toleration of pagan religion, as cited by Van 
Andel, Zendingsleer, 162 (but see also Höpfl, Jesuit Political Thought, 134), and cf. the 
reference to Thomas Aquinas in Van Andel, Zendingsleer, 165). 

119 Fries, Lehre vom Staat, 136: “Es sind übrigens ausschließlich die Calvinisten, die 
die Staatsraison, also ein wesentlich politisches Moment, für die Toleranz fremder 
Bekenntnisse und Religionen hervorheben"; cf. 159. 

120 CJ. Friedrich (ed.), Politica methodice digesta of Johannes Althusius (Althaus). Reprinted 
from the Third Edition of 1614. Augmented by the Preface to the First Edition of 1603 and by 
21 hitherto Unpublished Letters of the Author, Cambridge 1932, 273 (Chapter 28, $65-66). 
The exceptional character of this legitimate toleration is not emphasised in J. Chupp/ 
CJ. Nederman, “The Calvinist Background to Johannes Althusius's Idea of Religious 
Toleration, in: ES. Carney/H. Schilling/D. Wyduckel (eds.), Jurisprudenz, Politische The- 
orie und Politische Theologie. Beiträge des Herborner Symposions zum 400. Jahrestag der Politica des 
Johannes Althusius 1603-2003, Berlin 2004, 243-260. 

121 Voetius, PE, I/2, 388, 436. 
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the will of God whose servant it 15,"'? how can he then plausibly defend 
this toleration by referring to actual law and to legitimacy? This para- 
dox can perhaps be solved by the following observations. The first is 
that keeping promises and being faithful is itself a Divine command. '® 
The historical background of this ethical awareness was Voetius's and 
others’ criticism of Papal politics as operating with the maxim that it 
is not always necessary to keep promises or oaths given to heretics.'?* 
Voetius obviously felt that Reformed politics should be as different as 
possible from morally doubtful practices where ends justify means. Sec- 
ond, Voetius could still point at the possibility and necessity of first 
changing the currently valid laws or competences in a legitimate way. °° 
A further consideration of this point may be that Voetius defended the 
classical Christian position (Rom. 13:1) that “[e]ven an unbelieving or 
heretical government is a true and legitimate government, and that the 
subjects cannot be absolved from the oath of fidelity under the pretext 
of religion, by the authority of the Church, or of ministers or coun- 
cils.” In other words, the government itself has a duty to be faithful to 
the laws which were passed by itself or by officials who previously were 
in charge, or else it should change these laws in a lawful manner. 

The second reason why a government can rightly abstain from a 
non-toleration policy is the need to avoid greater evil. Voetius argues 


122 ‘De magistratu politico,’ SDTh IV, 207: “Potestas haec quamvis maxima sit inter 
humanas Rom 13:1, non tamen est absoluta, sed limitata a voluntate Dei, cujus est 
minister, Deuter. 17:18, Rom. 13:4, 2 Paral. 19:6, Psal. 82:6, 7, etiam in regnis, etc. 
principatibus pactionatis, a voluntate hominum, declarata scil. conditionibus et legibus 
Reipublicae fundamentalibus, in quibus Imperii potestas fundatur, 2 Sam. 5:3." 

123 See for instance *Quaestio an sedes romana compatibilis sit cum politiis refor- 
matis, SDTh IL, 839: *... data fides servanda est, quamvis id fiat non sine periculo 
et incommodo nostro"; 859: “Estque jus hoc axiomatis illis communibus juris divini, 
naturalis, gentium, civilis (non peculiaribus Christianismi aut reformationis qua talis) 
subnixum, quod pacta et conventiones sive publica sive privata sint servanda: et quod 
Magistratus custodiae legum et pactorum praefecti, fideliter munere suo fungi et potes- 
tate sua legitime uti debent ad populum ab interitu vindicandum." 

124 Cf. *Oaestio an sedes Romana compatibilis sit cum politiis Reformatis,' SDTh IL, 
829; later Driessen, Bedenkingen over de H. Openbaringe, Groningen 1718, dedication, [vii]. 
See also Israel, ‘Intellectual Debate,’ 20 (on Simon Episcopius). 

125 E.g. PE I/2, 388: “Cessante autem et mutato casu illo necessitatis, Magistratus 
etiam consilia sua mutabit: nisl per conventiones et pacta impediatur" Compare the 
historical transformation described in PE 1/2, 436. 

126 In 1634 Voetius defended the thesis: “Etiam Magistratus infidelis aut haereticus 
verus ac legitimus est Magistratus; nec subditi praetextu Religionis per authoritatem 
Ecclesiae, aut Ministrorum, aut Conciliorum a juramento fidelitatis absolvi possunt," 
Assertiones theologicae de praejudicus verae. religionis, politico-theological thesis 4, repr. in 
Thersites heautontimorumenos, 346. 
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that it is better to have a Republic and a small Reformed church that 
can freely operate in a context where heterodox practices are also toler- 
ated, than to live in a chaos and miss both." What Voetius in another 
context says about the government's attitude towards evil in society 
may shed some light on his position. Things that are in themselves 
“by Divine or natural right morally evil ... cannot by laws of magis- 
trates ... become morally good ..."'? When a Christian government 
tolerates something which it knows 1s wrong or evil, it does not thereby 
commit or approve of evil, but tolerates what cannot be eradicated and 
thus tries to keep in check wrong practices as far as possible."? Voetius 
even compares the government's attitude to “Divine providence with 
respect to sin," in that it consists both in the non actio of bare permission 
(nuda seu pura permissio) and in the actio of restraining evil. Thus Voetius 
describes the situation in terms of scholastic distinctions: the govern- 
ment's law is “immediately and directly” related to a certain “good 
(bonum), namely the limitation and determination of the permitted evil"; 
it is connected “in a mediated but direct way with the permission," and 
finally *in a mediate and indirect way with the evil that 1s presupposed 
as the matter and occasion of the regulation and determination of the 
magistrates." ! This is a crucial formulation, for it shows that the main 
intention of what Voetius considers justified toleration is a certain good, 
namely the limitation of evil. This limitation was in fact also the inten- 


127 PE 1/2, 437, cf. 438 on the fourth case (“Applicare huc posset adagium. Dimidium 
plus toto: et alterum: Qui totum quaerit, totum perdit"). 

128 De jure et justitia Dei, pars secunda,’ here in the Appendix aliquot problematum, 
quae cum disputatione edita non fuerunt, SDTh I, 400: “Ouicquid enim in se et per se 
jure divino aut naturali moraliter malum est, et ut tale ex scriptura aut recta ratione 
deprehenditur, non potest per Magistratuum leges, interpretationes, judicia, contractus, 
permissiones, indulgentias, tolerantias honestari et fieri moraliter bonum, nec potest 
lex positiva divina aut naturalis per contrariam legem Magistratus abrogari, aut de ea 
dispensari.” 

129 ‘De iure et justitia Dei, pars secunda,’ Appendix, SDT I, 401: “Et [hujus exem- 
pla dant leges] Magistratuum Christianorum circa Synagogas, et libertatem religionis 
Judaicae, circa usuras mordentes Judaeorum aut aliorum quorumcunque foenerato- 
rum, circa symposia in tabernis; Magistratuum reformatorum, circa privatam publi- 
camve Papalis religionis professionem, et exercitium. Malum hic praesupponunt, non 
procurant: permittunt propter majus bonum, aut ad majus malum evitandum; non 
faciunt: tolerant quia tollere non possunt; non approbant: indulgent, seu lege non pro- 
hibent, nec poenis coércent; neutiquam tamen mandant aut suadent: circumscribunt, 
limitant, determinant, immunuunt, cohibent quantum possunt seu tollunt in tantum; 
non vero tollunt in totum, aut ponunt, sed in medio relinquunt, adeo ut neutras et 
indifferentes se hic habeant leges eorum, quae malum non prohibent aut mandant." 

130 De jure et justitia Dei, pars secunda,’ Appendix, SDT I, 401. 
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tion of non-toleration. Voetius extends the comparison of the corre- 
sponding governmental policy with God's providence so far as to claim 
that “the government changes by its laws and rulings evils into good,” 
in a way similar to that in which God produces out of evil that which is 
good. *! 

Considered in the context of his day, Voetius's second reason for 
toleration was not entirely new. Jesuits basically were against toleration 
of Protestantism, but they too worked with “principles of ‘necessity’ 
and ‘avoiding a greater evil” that justified exceptions to this rule.! In 
his recent study of Jesuit Political Thought Harro Hópfl quotes Martin 
Becanus’s statement that toleration is permissible “first, when it is done 
for the sake of a greater good; second, when it is done in order to 
avoid a greater evil; and third, when the person permitting evil to be 
done cannot prevent it (which is self-evident).”! The last point can 
perhaps even be seen as adumbration of what Voetius would describe 
as the need to have “competence (potestas)? and “power (potentia).” It 
is also possible to go further back, to Thomas Aquinas, who also in 
the context of the issue of toleration compared civil authority to God’s 
providence, and argued that “even though the unbelievers sin in their 
rites, they can be tolerated either for the sake of some good that results 
from these or for the sake of some evil that is prevented." *! Something 
“good,” he explains in this context, is inherent in Jewish practices, for 
these hint at the Christian faith. 

Did Voetius, by stating that intolerance needs a government with 
the required competence (potestas) and power (potentia), deviate from the 
intentions laid down in the 36th article of the Dutch Confession? He 
obviously had an open eye for the complexities of practical politics. If 
the main intention of the Dutch Confession can be described by say- 
ing that a government should promote true Christianity and oppose 
false religion, it seems possible to articulate this intention in different 
ways depending on circumstances. Non-tolerantion of publicly exer- 
cised idolatry may be possible in one context, whereas in another con- 
text the promotion of the Church may only seem possible if false prac- 
tices are tolerated. Viewed from this angle, Voetius's casuistry seems 


13! De jure et justitia Dei, pars secunda,’ Appendix, $DT I, 402. 

132 Hopfl, Jesuit Political Thought, 133-139, here 136. 

153 Höpfl, Jesuit Political Thought, 138, translating from Becanus's Manuale controversiarum 
huius temporis (137 n. 99). 

134 Thomas Aquinas, $. Theol, ll-2, q. 10, art. 11. I thank Henri Krop for his 
suggestion concerning Thomas; see also his ‘Duns Scotus and the Jews,’ here esp. 167. 
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consistent with the Confessio Belgica. When Henricus Brink in 1685 crit- 
icised theologians who pleaded for toleration of Roman Catholic reli- 
gious practices if the political situation of the moment requires it, not 
only he but also those theologians referred to Voetius. Confronted by 
the objection of his opponents that “the most famous theologian Gis- 
bertus Voetius feels in his writings such as we do," Brink answered by 
pointing out that the Voetius-quote of one of his opponents bears upon 
a situation of “extreme necessity."!? Brink was correct in pointing out 
that Voetius accepted toleration only under specific restrictions. But this 
is also to say that he did not advocate a policy of intolerance under all 
circumstances. 

Like Voetius, Van Mastricht too claims that secular government has 
authority in public aspects (in externis) of ecclesiastical life.!3 Freedom 
of conscience does not extend so far as to include a freedom to cir- 
culate doctrines that are opposed to truth, for in the external sphere 
the task of the government, “as a vicar of God on earth (Rom. 13:1-2, 
4) and nurse (nutricio) of the Church (Isa. 49:23)," 1s to go up against 
these and so to protect “the glory of God and His Kingdom."!? At 
the same time Van Mastricht defends liberty of conscience against the 
Church of Rome: nobody can be forced to believe by any government. 
One of his reasons (with reference to 2 Cor. 1:24; 1Pet. 5:2) is that “no 
created being has lordship (dominium) over human conscience." More- 
over, it is the prerogative of God, not civil government, to "prescribe 
what has to be believed" (Acts 4:19). It 1s true that civil authorities 
should promote the church, yet *by means allowed and prescribed by 
God.”! These positions are basically the same as those defended by 
Voetius. !39 


135 H, Brink, Toet-steen der waarheid en der dwalingen, ofte klaare en beknopte verhandelinge, 


van de Cocceaansche en Cartesiaansche Verschillen, Amsterdam 1685 [repr. Ederveen 2005], 
564-578, here 577. 

136 Van Mastricht, ThPTh 960b (VII, c. 7, $15). 

137 ThPTh 828a (VI, c. 7, §19).—On quoting Isa. 49:23, see Van der Zwaag, Artikel 
36, 196-197 (cf. Huisman, Neerlands Israël, 100—103, 114-117; R. Bisschop, Sions Vorst en 
volk. Het tweede-Israélidee als theocratisch concept in de Gereformeerde kerk van de Republiek tussen 
ca. 1650 en ca. 1750, Veenendaal 1993, 25, 126, 154). Voetius speaks of *... Principes et 
Magistratus Ecclesiae nutritii ...," ‘De generali conversione Judaeorum, SDT 1L, 136 
(c£. Van Andel, Zendingsleer, 158). 

138 ThPTh 953b (VIL c. 6, $20); nine considerations against coercion are given. 

139 See also Van Mastricht’s treatise on “ascetic theology" where the “duties (officia) 
of civil government in the context of “the praxis of piety towards the neighbour (praxis 
pretatis versus proximum)" One of the duties of political officials versus seipsos is to govern 
“in accordance with the precept of the Divine laws” (references to 1Kgs. 2:3; Deut. 


» 
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Van Mastricht did not devote much attention to questions on civil 
government, but the main lines of his conception are clear. He main- 
tains the familiar Reformed position that political authorities should 
further Reformed religion and discourage and obstruct false religious 
practices. Moreover, this duty is to be carried out in observance of two 
limitations. It should be done along the lines of law, and not by reach- 
ing into the consciences of the subjects or by compulsion. The theology 
of human conscience states that only God has authority over human 
conscience (hence no compulsion by humans in conscience, but only in 
the external sphere). Civil authority is from God, magistrates are bound 
to carry out their duty in the public sphere as prescribed in God's law. 
Van Mastricht’s contribution is less detailed than Voetius's and does not 
use, it seems, the Voetian condition for effectuating non-toleration, that 
the government should have both the authority (potestas) and the power 
(potentia) to do so. In this respect Johannes Marckius, a biblical exegete 
and author of a dogmatic textbook, showed more affinity with Voetius 
by suggesting that the “absolute necessity of civil prudence,” “the ven- 
eration for the oath," or the “common well-being of the Church" pro- 
vide exceptions to the rule that the public practice of false religion is 
not to be tolerated. !* 

As has been discussed in the previous section, Driessen in 1728 had a 
strongly theological view of the responsibility of civil authority. Not civil 
happiness, but the law of God and His glory are the supreme norm of 
politics—human happiness 1s a secondary end. Accordingly, while any 
government normally deserves to be obeyed, in the extraordinary case 
that its decisions “are directly against the glory of God and a good 


17:18-19). In addition, they have to protect “the public worship of God (cultus divini 
publici" and the Sabbath, to counter false religion “in every legitimate way (omni 
modo legitimo)" however, without coercion (2Chron. 34:33; 2 Kgs. 18:4; Prov. 20:8). A 
special warning against Roman Catholic politics is added. Van Maastricht stresses the 
theological dimension of civil government by adding that government officials should 
be aware that God gave them their political office. Hypotyposts theologiae asceticae (III, c. 9), 
in TAPTh, 1298. 

140 Marckius, Compendium theologiae, 64: “Unde non extendenda haec tolerantia ad 
concedenda Religionis exercitia, praecipua publica, et quae cum idololatria, et blas- 
phemia sunt juncta; nisi aut absoluta necessitas prudentiae civili hic aliquid dandum 
esse suadeat, aut juramenti, circa haereticos etiam servandi, religio interveniat, aut salus 
communis Ecclesiae id flagitet” (cf. my earlier quote in ‘Die Bedeutung der Trinität- 
slehre nach Gisbert Voetius,’ in: H. Kluetung/J. Rohls (eds.), Reformierte Retrospektwen. 
Vorträge der zweiten Emder Tagung zur Geschichte des reformierten Protestantismus, Wuppertal 
2001, 137—145, here 145). 
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conscience,” disobedience becomes duty!" This stance may suggest 
that Driessen had a similar view on toleration as Voetius, especially 
given the fact that many Reformed thinkers in the eighteenth-century 
continued to advocate that false religious practices not be tolerated in 
the public sphere. 

Driessen, however, developed a different position. In 1741 he main- 
tained his theological view on the task of the civil government, but now 
he also discusses religious toleration and does not seem to arrive at an 
entirely coherent theory. On the one hand he maintains that “[a] civil 
government that is opposed to natural and revealed religion cannot 
be legitimate (wettig) and profitable.” Moreover, just as every human 
being's duty is to promote the “spiritual well-being (geestelyken welstant) 
of his fellow human beings, so too is it the task of magistrates to further 
both the external and spiritual happiness of the subjects. The latter 1s 
exclusively linked with “true religion and the pure observance thereof,” 
so that the government is bound to take care of this.!* 

It could be asked whether two other lines of argument in Driessen 
do not in fact collide (conceptually, if not in practice) with this theolog- 
ical insistence on the duty of magistrates. The first difficulty is centred 
around his conception of freedom (right) of conscience and of practis- 
ing one's religion. As a Reformed theologian Driessen is opposed to 
coercion of conscience, but—unlike Voetius, for instance—he does 
not explicitly distinguish between freedom of conscience and freedom 
of external worship. He seems to suggest that liberty of conscience 


141 Driessen, Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 332-336. Driessen links his opposition to a 


"third principle" (“distinct from the law of nature and from Divine revelation", 332) 
with his opposition to legal positivism, 336-337: “Quando itaque tertium illud prin- 
cipium [i.e. happiness etc; see 332] non datur, non argumentandum est pro eo, quod 
sit aequum vel iniquum, ex Solis legibus civilibus sive Romanorum sive Graecorum, 
sed ex ipsa aequitate naturali, quae pro variis circumstantiis officia determinat. Non in 
aliquo juris volumine suam fecit manifestam voluntatem Deus, eam per rationem et per 
verbum suum declaravit." C£. Driessen, Delineatio, 38. 

142 Huisman, Neerlands Israel, 95-98. 

143 Driessen, Grond-beginsels, 6; see also 3 (cf. 34). 

144 Grond-beginsels, 6: “Wyl de geestelyke welstant alleen verkregen word door den 
waren Gods-dienst en suivere betragting desselfs, zyn de overheden verpligt voor zig en 
voor hunnen evenmensch, als naaste, en nog bezonderder als gemeine Vaders, dien te 
bezorgen. Des het in de natuur der zake ligt, dat zy, volgens hun ampt, verpligt zyn te 
zorgen, dat de ware Gods-dienst in hun Land worde ingevoert en geoffent; of ingevoert 
zynde, beschermt, gehandhaaft en bevordert worde.” Driessen speaks in this context of 
“nursing fathers of the church (Voedster-Heeren der Kerk),” 7. 

145 Grond-beginsels, 9, 13. 

146 See, however, Oude en nieuwe mensch, 739: “Zo dat de grondslag van onzen op te 
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implies, given the nature of religion, the freedom to serve God exter- 
nally in a society.” Freedom of conscience thus is conceived to include 
freedom of exercise, and the logic of this view seems to lead to the 
admission that the (semi-)public exercise of any religion should be ac- 
ceptable. How could it, from this perspective, be legitimate to deny 
freedom of conscience (and therefore also freedom of exercise) to those 
who reject certain fundamental religious tenets? The logic of freedom 
of conscience as comprising (in Driessen's conception) freedom of exter- 
nal practice appears to exclude any limitations of or conditions for 
such a practice. But that is not what Driessen argues. He rather for- 
mulates a condition for receiving freedom of public exercise, namely 
that “the common grounds" of religion are shared.' This means that 
what is intolerable is a practice that denies these fundamental reli- 
gious tenets.!* Insofar as Driessen does not deny liberty of conscience 
to those who oppose these grounds, he is tacitly making a distinction 
between freedom of conscience and freedom of exercise. Moreover, he 
thus makes natural law, and the general tenets of religion the condition 
and basis of toleration. In doing so, on the one hand he limits freedom 
of public religious exercise and on the other he qualifies the govern- 
ment’s responsibility for fostering true religion, to the effect that this is 
not limited any more to one single true religion. 

In the second place the logic of another argument of Driessen seems 
potentially to undermine both his claim that the government is respon- 
sible for a spiritually healthy society and his assertion that certain reli- 
gious “common grounds" form the condition for freedom of religion. 
This argument is of a kind of Golden Rule-incentive for toleration. 
Driessen several times warns that a religious group (maatschappy) that 


regten en opgeregten Burgerstaat zy de vrye oefeninge van den hervormden Godsdi- 
enst en de openbare oefening van dien alleen/ latende egter een ieder vryheid van 
gewisse." 

147 Grond-beginsels, 16: “... want ieder is verpligt God zo te dienen, en, dat de natuur 
des Gods-dienst mede brengt, zo tzamen te dienen, als men in conscientie vermeint 
overtuigt te zyn”; cf. 8-9. 

148 Grond-beginsels, 13-14: “De onderdanen worden begrepen in zo verre vrye te zyn, 
eigen magt en regt te hebben, behoudens de algemeine Gods-dienst-gronden, zulk enen 
Gods-dienst te verkiezen (daar ‘er verschillende zyn) die hen de beste toeschynt, en tot 
zaligheid leidende”; cf. 8, 9, 16-17 and 21-22. 

149 Grond-beginsels, 17: “Want, om die toe te laten die de gronden van Gods-dienst 
verlochenen, is alle vergunning en verbintenis onwettig en nietig ..." (Christian Wolff, 
against whom Driessen does not seem to polemicize in this pamphlet, was opposed to 
political toleration of atheism, see W. Frauendienst, Christian Wolff als Staatsdenker, Berlin 
1927, repr. Vaduz 1965, 157, referring to Wolff, Von dem gesellschaftlichen Leben, 88 368—369). 
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1s intolerant to other religious groups has no reason to complain if else- 
where the situation is reversed: what 1s done to other religious groups 
can also be done to one's own religion.? This is primarily a pruden- 
tial argument that abstracts from the government's duty to foster true 
religion and also from the condition of sharing the common grounds of 
religion: the bearing of this argument in itself extends to toleration of 
whatever kinds of religious activity. 

Driessen maintains the classical Reformed position that the civil gov- 
ernment should foster true Reformed religion, but his scope 1s wider in 
that he links this duty to “the common grounds" of religion. Driessen’s 
position seems to include several systematic problems. On the one hand 
he joins together what previously was distinguished as freedom of exer- 
cise and freedom of conscience, but when he denies liberty of exercise 
(in the case of those who do not share fundamental religious grounds) 
he still wishes to maintain liberty of conscience and thus presupposes 
that the two can be distinguished. Moreover, the argument that a reli- 
gion should not suppress other religions because it would not appreciate 
being suppressed in a similar way by these other religions, would logi- 
cally allow even universal toleration, which he, however, is not willing 
to accept. 


150 Grond-beginsels, 9, 11, 17. To a certain extent the case is comparable to one of 
the factors that Voetius mentioned as limiting the governmental power (potentia) for 
intolerance, see the second case mentioned above at footnote 117. 


CHAPTER SIX 


CONCLUSIONS 


In the preceding chapters several issues in Reformed theology have 
been considered that could also be the subject of philosophical dis- 
courses. The selected themes are limited, as is the number of the- 
ologians who receive most attention. However, the chosen theological 
themes are diverse and the period involved is both historically impor- 
tant and considerable in length, so that the attempt seems worthwhile 
to make a few general observations on broader patterns in the theologi- 
cal positions taken, and on the development of Reformed orthodoxy in 
the Netherlands in the seventeenth and the first half of the eighteenth 
centuries. 

In what precedes several material theological agreements and differ- 
ences between Voetius, Van Mastricht, and Driessen have become visi- 
ble. A number of caveats should be kept in mind in view of any attempt 
to use the presented material as a basis for drawing straightforward 
conclusions about a linear development in Dutch Reformed theology. 
One of these is that three theologians, however important they may 
have been in their day, are not sufficiently representative for Dutch 
Reformed theology at large during almost one and a half centuries. 
Another obstacle for concluding a linear development 1s the fact that 
Voetius and Van Mastricht came from another theological background 
than Driessen did. This difference in background in itself could already 
account for a number of differences between the three. While com- 
plicating the formulation of conclusions about historical developments, 
the difference in theological background makes clear that Reformed 
orthodoxy during the period from Voetius to Driessen included more 
than one variety of Reformed theology. 


Differences in Philosophical Alignments and in Theology 


These different schools could also represent different attitudes towards 
philosophical thought. This is at least suggested by the difference in 
general philosophical alignments between Voetius and Van Mastricht 
on the one hand, and Driessen on the other hand. Voetius was a con- 
vinced eclectic Aristotelian. Van Mastricht seems less well versed in 
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ancient philosophy than Voetius, but he opted as well for a form of 
eclecticism that accepts common scholastic philosophy. Driessen differs 
from the other two in his basic orientation on Cartesianism —in spite of 
his criticism of certain tenets of Descartes. His work is significantly less 
dependent on the conceptual tools provided by scholastic Aristotelian- 
ism, in both its early modern and its medieval forms. 

Some of the material theological differences between Voetius and 
Van Mastricht on one side and Driessen on another side are related to 
and can be explained by their respective general philosophical align- 
ments. Three particular differences are especially notable. They con- 
cern the theologico-philosophical approach, the doctrine of creation, 
and the view of the human being. The first difference concerns an 
aspect in the basic philosophical approach. The Aristotelian focus on 
sense experience and the real world 1s present also in Voetius's and Van 
Mastricht's positive appreciation of causal and cosmological ways of 
proving God's existence. Driessen, however, reveals Cartesian influence 
by taking the human subject as the starting-point of his proofs for God's 
existence. In addition, Driessen places the point of departure of his nat- 
ural theology in conscience (Lumen et doctrina conscientiae, 1728). This is 
a Cartesian choice insofar as the human subject 1s taken to be central. 
Yet it represents a modified Cartesianism, for the concept of conscientia 
adds to the Cartesian ego or cogito an emphasis on the moral or religious 
dimension (cf. Chapters 1 and 4, $5). 

Another example of the same diversity between the three theolo- 
gians is related to a characteristic point of Aristotelianism: its thinking 
in terms of form and matter. Voetius gave a specific defence of hylemor- 
phism, and Van Mastricht accepted the theory as well, even though he 
did not write as extensively about it as Voetius did. The Cartesian phi- 
losophy of nature thinks in terms of matter and motion, and disposes 
of the forms. Driessen followed this line insofar as he thinks in terms of 
corpuscles or particles, not in terms of form and matter (cf. Chapter 2). 
The respective philosophical school orientations explain this different 
approach in these theologians’ works. 

The third example of a difference in positions that 1s related to 
a diversity in the overall philosophical orientation can be found in 
anthropology and this too 1s related to hylemorphism. Christian Aris- 
totelianism regarded the human soul and body as form and matter, 
respectively, which make up one substance. This theory enabled Voetius 
and Van Mastricht to express the psychosomatic unity of the human 
being: the human being is one substance consisting of soul and body. 
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The soul—as a form—is inclined to forming a union with the body as 
matter. By attributing to the soul an—albeit incomplete—substantiality 
Voetius and Van Mastricht prepared the ground for maintaining that 
the soul in itself can survive the death of the body. Driessen, by con- 
trast, shows his Cartesianism by conceiving soul and body as two differ- 
ent substances, which in the human being are closely joined together. 
He regarded the body as a machine (cf. Chapter 4). 


Development and Identity 


Several changes took place in philosophy during the period starting 
with Voetius’s public career and ending with Driessen’s death. At the 
outset of this period scholastic philosophy dominated the field. In the 
course of the seventeenth century and afterwards innovations were pro- 
posed by thinkers such as Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibniz. Their the- 
ories had an impact on theologians, if only because their philosoph- 
ical concepts influenced the context in which they worked. Voetius, 
Van Mastricht, and Driessen, in addition, were themselves interested in 
philosophical theology and they took a stance in philosophico-theologi- 
cal debates of their day. Voetius defended the main lines of Christian 
Aristotelianism against Descartes and his followers. Van Mastricht’s 
main polemical focus in philosophical matters was on later Cartesian- 
ism represented by Reformed theologians such as Christopher Wit- 
tichius, Petrus Allinga, and others, and by thinkers such as Meijer and 
Spinoza (Tractatus theologico-politicus). It is not easy, however, to relate 
this opposition to particular corresponding new emphases in Van Mas- 
tricht’s theology. This is different in Driessen, whose work reveals much 
less influence from scholastic Aristotelianism and who seems to have 
read both Descartes and Leibnizian-Wolffian philosophy against the 
background of Spinozism. This can explain why he was laying so much 
emphasis on the reality of creation (Chapter 2) and on freedom (Chap- 
ters 2 and 3). With regard to human freedom, Driessen seems in sev- 
eral passages to have moved beyond Voetius and Van Mastricht, by 
defending a moral (rather than physical) actuation and direction of 
human actions by God's providence (Chapter 3). Thus, in Driessen at 
least, philosophical debates seem to have led to particular theological 
emphases. 

Differences in philosophical affiliation and historical circumstances 
do not preclude a strong doctrinal continuity between Voetius, Van 
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Mastricht, and Driessen. They were all orthodox Reformed theolo- 
gians. Thus, they all defended, for example, the decisive authority of 
Scripture (cf. Chapter 1), a literal interpretation of the biblical account 
of creation in six days; all declined Copernicanism and a notion of 
Divine accommodation that implied error in God's revelation (cf. 
Chapter 2); all denied that the soul of human beings is propagated 
by traduction (fraductio). All of them maintained, albeit in. different 
ways and contexts, secondary causality (Chapter 3), and all had a 
theological—not a secularised rational—approach to natural law 
(Chapter 5). 

Moreover, in some cases different philosophical frameworks were 
made to fit in with a position that was fundamentally identical. In the 
doctrine of creation, for instance, all three theologians defended the 
biblical notion (see Gen. 1) that things have certain natures. Voetius and 
Van Mastricht used hylemorphism to explain this; Driessen stated that 
the corpuscular or mechanical view should leave room for these natures 
(Chapter 2). And although Driessen understood human soul and body 
as two distinct substances, whereas Voetius and Van Mastricht recog- 
nised only one substance, he too wished to maintain—as they did—that 
the human soul can really interact with and effect changes in the body 
(Chapter 4). 

The way in which Voetius and Van Mastricht discussed some of 
the chosen theological themes suggests that, if it is helpful to maintain 
the term “Voetian” as a qualification for a certain type of Reformed 
theology, the term must be understood in a broad way. Several positions 
taken by Voetius were not maintained by Van Maastricht in the same 
clear and articulated way. This seems to be the case with respect to 
Voetius's definition of a miracle, his concept of sin (a characteristic 
tri-partition of a good substratum, lawlessness, and the possibility of 
being directed to a good end: in Van Mastricht the third aspect is 
more in the background), his preference for a narrow definition of 
the imago Dei, and his conditions for political non-toleration of untrue 
religion: the government should have sufficient authority (potestas) and 
power (potentia). Also the Voetian distinction between Divine natural 
law and Divine positive law (a distinction that he applied also to the 
Ten Commandments) seems to have received less emphasis in Van 
Mastricht. The identification of a “Voetian” school in Dutch Reformed 
theology, in other words, does not rule out that several characteristic 
points of Voetius's theology had little influence. 
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Christian doctrine as such involves a number of metaphysical claims.! 
Accordingly for Christians the number of possible alliances with phi- 
losophy is limited: not all metaphysical views can be integrated into 
a Christian theological and religious conviction. This was the case in 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries with the theologians studied 
here, and this still applies today? At the same time, the philosophical 
expressions of biblical tenets can vary to a certain extent, and this they 
actually did in the case of, for instance, Voetius and Driessen. 

Voetius, Van Mastricht, and Driessen were theologians, and in this 
capacity they dealt with philosophical questions. The philosophical 
components that found a place in their work are part of what primarily 
is theological thinking. This is not a new phenomenon, nor is it entirely 
different from what can be observed in earlier Christian thinkers such 
as Augustine and Aquinas. The selected Dutch theologians too would 
fit into what Étienne Gilson portrayed as “Christian philosophy": a 


1 A few statements expressing this point deserve to be quoted: “Wenigstens soweit 
es die Spitze des theistischen Erbes betrifft, führt kein Weg an der Metaphysik vor- 
bei" (HJ. Adriaanse, Vom Christentum aus. Aufsätze und Vorträge zur Religionsphilosophie, 
Kampen 1995, 261); “For what truth concerning God and the soul can come to 
expression without involving metaphysical conceptions? Every religious truth, how- 
ever primary, contains a metaphysical element" (B.B. Warfield, “The right of system- 
atic theology' [1896] in: Meeter (ed.), Selected Shorter Writings, IL, 219-279, here 247); 
*... It is altogether wrong to say that the Christian religion can do perfectly well 
with many different types of philosophy, and that metaphysical questions are a mat- 
ter of indifference to the Christian man. Nothing could be further from the truth" 
(J.G. Machen, ‘Christian scholarship and the Building up of the Church’ [1932], in: 
D.G. Hart (ed.), J. Gresham Machen, Selected Shorter Writings, Phillipsburgh 2004, 153-160, 
here 156). 

? For a very different context the centrality and continuity of theological consid- 
erations have been noted by D.M. McMahon, who argues that "the French Counter- 
Enlightenment, too, passed on a structure of opposition and a set of recurrent themes 
that would resurface in right-wing thought even to the present day. The foundations 
for that endurance were religious...”, 195; see also 196-197: “Yet in considering the 
arguments of the men and women treated in this text, it 1s also clear that their sense 
of anxiety arose first and foremost from the secular thrust of the Enlightenment, 
from its alleged, unmitigated attack on religion. Other concerns—civil, political, and 
economic—flowed from this basic preoccupation. One is struck by how overwhelm- 
ingly cultural were their arguments on behalf of the world for which they fought. 
Religion, to reiterate, was the primary concern, and [Albert O.] Hirschman's failure 
to treat it causes him and others to miss what was most compelling about their early, 
reactionary rhetoric"; Enemies of the Enlightenment. The French Counter-Enlightenment and the 
Making of Modermty, Oxford/New York (2001) 2000. Jonathan Israel drew my attention 
to this book. 
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way of thinking that accepts the distinction between human reason 
and that which is revealed, while the latter 1s considered necessary 
for the correct functioning of the former.’ All three Dutch theologians 
recognised the distinction between natural and supernatural theology, 
and they gave priority to the latter. The Bible was, for Voetius, what 
he called *the first principle" of natural theology, for Van Mastricht 
one principle of philosophy, and for Driessen that which illuminated 
conscience and natural theology. The philosophical side of their work, 
therefore, seems to meet Gilson's criteria of what could be termed 
Christian philosophy. 

Today, the notion of a Christian philosophy is still discussed in var- 
ious ways, both approvingly and critically. The historical examples 
of Voetius, Van Mastricht, and Driessen could provide contemporary 
thinkers developing a Christian philosophy with one reminder, or two, 
however unsurprising these may be. The first is that from a biblical or 
Christian standpoint some philosophical alliances are more convincing 
than others. When Voetius explains the species that are mentioned in 
Genesis 1 in terms of Aristotelian forms, this philosophical explanation 
remains rather close to what is expressed in the biblical text. Driessen, 
however, thought in terms of particles and this framework in itself offers 
little or no help to acknowledge the species or natures that he himself 
wished to recognise. Both Driessen and Voetius tried to do justice to 
the biblical text, but here Driessen started from a much less favourable 
philosophical premise for doing so. Not all combinations of Reformed 
theology and philosophy succeed well. The other point concerns the 
priority of biblical thought. As has been noted, this was defended by 
all of the three theologians that have been studied here. The histori- 
cal development that 1s formed by their respective works confirms the 
point in its own way as well. These theologians valued philosophy and 
considered it imperative to have a true philosophical understanding 
of reality. Yet they differed in their general philosophical alignments, 


3 E. Gilson, cited in J.-L. Marion, Le visible et le révélé, Paris 2005, 101: “J’appelle donc 
philosophie chrétienne toute philosophie qui, distinguant formellement les deux ordres, 
considére la révélation chrétienne comme un auxiliaire indispensable de la raison"; 
English version (cf. 186): Marion, “Christian Philosophy”: Hermeneutic or Heuristic? 
in: EJ. Ambrosio (ed.), The Question of Christian Philosophy Today, New York 1999, 247- 
264, here 249. On John Calvin, see Ch. Partee, ‘Calvin, Calvinism, and Rationality,’ 
in: H. Hart/J. van der Hoeven/N. Wolterstorff (eds.), Rationality in the Calvinian Tradition, 
Lanham 1983, 1-15, here 11, 13. 

* See e.g. Marion, Le visible et le révélé, 99-117 and 186; for the English text, see the 
previous footnote. 
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and despite this difference they can all be considered representatives of 
Reformed orthodoxy. Thus, the theological development from Voetius 
to Driessen supports the broader claim that biblical Christianity out- 
lives the philosophical and conceptual apparatus with whose help it 1s 


explained. 
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in opzigt van de vryheid des Gods-dienst, konnen beredeneert en beoordeelt worden. Ook 
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de Schriften voor en tegen die, ook de Predikaatzien van den Heer F. Stinstra over Joh. 

XVIII.36 en volg. in opzigt van de vryheid des Gods-dienst, konnen beredeneert en beo- 

ordeelt worden. Ook word de Magt van de Burger-Overheid omtrent den Gods-dienst, of, 

en hoedanıge, die zy, uit die zelve eenvoudige Schriftuur- en Rede-beginsels bezonderder 
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Prof. van Velzen, in zyne laatste Aanmerkkingen op ^s Autheurs Monitum, die met de 

Leere der drie goddelyke perzonen, onderscheidentlyk bestaande, en daarom onderscheident- 

lyk werkende, onbestaanbaar zyn enz., Groningen: B. Greidanus/C. Gardenier 


1741. 
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natura praestantia utilitas necessitas, subjungitur geminum epimetrum: veritas relligionis 
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Erotematum Illustrium Decadibus, Frustra curata per D. Petrum Allingam ... Enneade 

Erotematum vulgarium demonstrata, Utrecht: E. Halma 1680 [University of Ams- 
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Utrecht: E.W. Snellaert 1641 [bound together with the next title]. 

— —, Dry Disputatien, d'Eerste Vande Fundamentele Articulen ende Dwalingen, ghe- 
houden den 18 Meert, Anno 1637. d'Andere Twee Vande Nootsakelijckheyt ende Nut- 
ticheyt van het Leer-stuck van de H. Dry-Eenicheyd, Gehouden ende voorgestelt op den 
16 ende 23 February/ Anno 1639, Utrecht: E.W. Snellaert 1641 [bound with 
previous title]. 

, Appendix ad disputationes de creatione, prima [-secunda] (C. Bruynvisch), 
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in Nederland (c. 1600 — c. 1800). Bibliografisch onderzoek, Veenendaal: Antiquariaat 
Kool 1987, and EW. Huisman, Bibliografie van het gereformeerd Piëtisme in Nederland 
tot +1800 (BNP), Woudenberg: Op Hoope 2001. B,J. Spruyt et al., Catalogus 
Dr. C. Steenblokbibliotheck, Gouda: Stichting tot Bevordering en Instandhouding 
van de Zuivere Waarheid [1989]. W.P.C. Knuttel, Catalogus van de pamfletten- 
verzameling berustende in de Koninklijke Bibliotheek, bewerkt, met aantekeningen en een 
register der schrijvers voorzien, IL/1-, s-Gravenhage: Algemeene Landsdrukkerij 
1892—. Catalogus librorum impressorum qui in bibliotheca Collegii sacrosanctae et indi- 
viduae Trinitatis Reginae Elizabelae juxta. Dublin adservantur, II and VII, Dublin: 
E typographeo academico 1875, 1885. Ph. Knijfl/S.J. Visser/P. Visser, Bibli- 
ographia Sociniana. A Bibliographical Reference Tool for the Study of Dutch Socinianism 
and Antitrinitarianısm, Hilversum: Verloren 2004; G. Sebba, Bibliographia. carte- 
siana. A Critical Guide to the Descartes Literature, 1800-1960, The Hague: M. Nijhoff 
1964; H,J. de Vleeschauwer, Three Centuries of Geulincx Research. A Bibliographi- 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 357 


cal Survey, Pretoria: University of South Africa 1957. G.O. van de Klashorst/ 
H.W. Blom/E.O.G. Haitsma Mulier, Bibliography of Dutch Seventeenth Century 
Political Thought. An Annotated Inventory, 1581-1710, Amsterdam/Maarssen: APA- 
Holland University Press 1986. J.J. Poortman, Repertorium der Nederlandse Wijs- 
begeerte, Amsterdam/ Antwerpen: Wereldbibliotheek 1948. W. Totok, Handbuch 
der Geschichte der Philosophie, III-V, Frankfurt/M: V. Klostermann 1981-1986. 

On the wide field of dictionaries I have profited from works such as 
A. Schleumer, Airchenlateinisches Wörterbuch, in co-operation with J. Schmid, 
Hildesheim: G. Olms/Vaduz: A.R. Gantner 1990, and the digital Latin dic- 
tionary of Lewis and Short etc. at http://www.perseus.tufts.edu. An elemen- 
tary dictionary has been written by E. Muller/E.H. Renkema, Beknopt Latyns- 
Nederlands woordenboek (12th ed. Groningen: Wolters Noordhoff 1970), an exten- 
sive one by K.E. Georges/H. Georges, Ausführliches Lateinisch-Deutsches Hand- 
wörterbuch, 8th ed., 2 vols., Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft 1988. 
Very useful were also W. Martin/G.A.J. Tops et al, Van Dale Groot woorden- 
boek Engels- Nederlands, 3rd ed., Utrecht/ Antwerpen: Van Dale Lexicografie 
1998, and from the same, Van Dale Groot woordenboek .Nederlands- Engels, 2nd ed., 
Utrecht/Antwerpen: Van Dale Lexicografie 1991. 

For a concordance on the (modernised) Dutch text of the Catechism of Hei- 
delberg, Belgic Confession of Faith and the Canons of Dordt, see A. Hoogen- 
doorn/S.D. Post, Concordantie van de Belijdenis Geschriften, Oosterend: Stark 1983. 
These confessions are included in English in J.R. Beeke/S.B. Ferguson (eds.), 
Reformed Confessions Harmonized: With an Annotated Bibliography of Reformed Doctrinal 
Works, 4th ed., Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books 2002. 


2. Other Secondary Works 


Adams, R.M., Leibniz: Determinist, Theist, Idealist, New York/Oxford: Oxford 
University Press 1998 [1st edition 1994]. 

Adriaanse, H,J., Vom Christentum aus. Aufsätze und Vorträge zur Religionsplulosophie, 
Kampen: Kok Pharos 1995. 

, (ed.), Tweestromenland. Over wijsgerige en belijdende theologie, Leuven: Peeters- 
Damon 2001. 

Albrecht, M., ‘Einengung und Befreiung als Wirkungen des Cartesianismus 
am Beispiel Lodewijk Meyers,’ in: Th. Verbeek (ed.), Johannes Clauberg (1622— 
1665) and Cartesian Philosophy in the Seventeenth Century, Dordrecht/Boston/ 
London: Kluwer 1999, 161—180. 

Andel, H.A. van, De zendingsleer van Gisbertus Voetius, (PhD diss., Vrije Univer- 
siteit Amsterdam) Kampen: J.H. Kok 1912. 

Antognazza, M.R., ‘Die Rolle der Trinitáts- und Menschwerdungsdiskussio- 
nen für die Entstehung von Leibniz’ Denken, Studia Leibnitiana 26 (1994) 
56-75. 

—, Trindtà e Incarnazione. Il rapporto tra filosofia e teologia. rivelata nel pensiero di 
Leibniz, Milano: Vita e Pensiero 1999. 

Ariew, R./M. Grene, “The Cartesian Destiny of Form and Matter,’ Early Science 
and Medicine 2 (1997) 300—325. 

Armogathe, J.-R., ‘Note bréve sur le vocabulaire de l'àme au dix-septieme 


358 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


siècle, in: M. Fattori/M. Bianchi (eds.), Spiritus. IV? colloquio internazionale, 
Roma, 7-9 gennaio 1983, Rome: Edizioni dell'Ateneo 1984, 325-331. 

Armstrong, C., “Top Ten Reasons to Read Christian History,’ www.christian- 
itytoday.com/history/newsletter/2003/mar28.html (Dutch version in Refor- 
matorisch Dagblad, 18 April 2003). 

Asselt, WJ. van, “Voetius en Coccejus over de rechtvaardiging,’ in: Van Oort 
et al. (eds), Onbekende Voetius, 32—47. 

, Pierre de Joncourt en zijn protest tegen de coccejaanse exegese in het 

begin van de achttiende eeuw,’ in: Broeyer/Van der Wall (eds.), Richtingen- 

strijd, 146—164. 

, Johannes Coccejus. Portret van een zeventiende-eeuwse theoloog op oude en nieuwe 

wegen, Heerenveen: J.J. Groen en Zoon 1997. 

, Ihe Federal Theology of Johannes Cocceius (1603-1669), trans. R.A. Blacketer, 

Leiden/Boston/Köln: Brill 2001. 

/E. Dekker (eds.), De scholastieke Voetius. Een luisteroefening aan de hand van 

Voetius? Disputationes selectae, Zoetermeer: Boekencentrum 1995. 

/T.TJ. Pleizier/EL. Rouwendal/PM. Wisse, Inleiding in de gereformeerde 

scholastiek, Zoetermeer: Boekencentrum 1998. 

/E. Dekker (eds), Reformation and Scholasticism. An Ecumenical Enterprise, 

Grand Rapids: Baker Academic 2001. 

, ‘Cocceius Anti-Scholasticus?, in: Van Asselt/Dekker (eds.), Reformation 

and Scholasticism, 227-251. 

, Mastricht, Petrus van,’ BLGNP, V, 360-363. 

— — / .M. Bac/R.T. te Velde (eds), Reformed Thought on Freedom. The Concept 
of Free Choice (liberum arbitrium) in the History of Early-Modern Reformed Theology, 
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, forthcoming. 

, Johannes Maccovius (1588-1644). Zijn bijdrage aan de ontwikkeling 

van de gereformeerde theologie van de zeventiende eeuw,’ Kerk en theologie 57 

(2006) 121—140. 

, ‘The Theologian's Tool Kit: Johannes Maccovius (1588-1644) and the 

Development of Reformed Theological Distinctions,’ WIJ 68 (2006) 23-40. 

, “Een roepende zonde.” Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676) en zijn strijd 
tegen de lombarden,’ in Armzalig of armlastig? Armoede als vraagstuk en inspi- 
ratiebron in de theologie, Nieuw-Lekkerland: Van der Perk, forthcoming. 

Auer, J., ‘Die Kontroverse um Joachim Lange’s Lehre von der allgemeinen 
Gnade 1732-1738. Um Ursprung und Grundlagen der EKU; in: E. Iser- 
loh/K. Repgen (eds.), Reformata reformanda. Festgabe für Hubert Jedin zum 15. 
‚Juni 1965, II, Münster: Aschendorff 1965, 414—430. 

Balserak, J., "The God of Love and Weakness. Calvin's Understanding of God's 
Accommodating Relationship With His People,’ W7 62 (2000) 177-195. 
Bánki, Ö., ‘De Utrechtsche universiteit in de Hongaarsche beschavingsge- 
schiedenis,’ in: W.A.E. Bannier et al. (eds.), Jaarboekje van “Oud-Utrecht” … 
1940, Utrecht: Vereeniging tot beoefening … van de kennis der geschiedenis 

van Utrecht en omstreken 1940, 87-117. 

Bartuschat, W., ‘$24, Baruch de Spinoza,’ in: J.-P. Schobinger, Die Philosophie 
des 17. Jahrhunderts, II, Frankreich und Niederlande, Basel: Schwabe 1993, 
893-969 (bibliography, 970-986). 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 359 


Bauch, H., Die Lehre vom Wirken des Heiligen Geistes im Frühpietismus. Studien 
zur Pneumatologie und Eschatalogie von Campegius Vitringa, Philipp Jakob Spener 
und Johann Albrecht Bengel, Hamburg-Bergstedt: Herbert Reich-Evangelischer 
Verlag 1974. 

Baum, R./S. Neumeister/G. Hornig, ‘Perfektibilität,’ HWPh VIL, 238-244. 

Baur, J., Wunder V. Dogmengeschichtlich,’ RGG, 3rd ed., VI, 1841. 

Bautz, EW., ‘Essenius, Andreas,’ in E-W. Bautz (ed.), Biograplusch-Bibliographi- 
sches Kirchenlexikon, I, Hamm: Traugott Bautz 1990, 1546-1547 [via www. 
bautz.de]. 

Bavinck, H., Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, 4 vols., 5th ed., Kampen: J.H. Kok 1967. 

, De Katholiciteit van Christendom en Kerk, introd. by G. Puchinger, Kampen: 
J.H. Kok 1968. 

—, In the Beginning. Foundations of Creation Theology, ed. J. Bolt, trans. J. Vriend, 
Grand Rapids: Baker 1999 (= trans. of Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, IL, 370- 
580). 

Beck, A.J., ‘Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676). Basic Features of His Doctrine of 
God,’ in: WJ. van Asselt/E. Dekker (eds.), Reformation and Scholasticism. An 
Ecumenical Enterprise, Grand Rapids: Baker Academic 2001, 205-226. 

/ &. Vos, ‘Conceptual Patterns Related to Reformed Scholasticism,' MIT 
57 (2003) 223-233. 

Bedaux, J.C., Review of A. W. A.M. Bude et al., Jacobus Revius, Licht op Deventer 
… Boek 5 (1578-1619) (1995), in: Tijdschrift voor Nederlandse Taal- en Letterkunde 
III (1995) 284. 

Benedict, Ph., Christ's Churches Purely Reformed. A Social History of Calvinism, New 
Haven/London: Yale University Press 2002. 

Berg, J. van den, 'Appendix III. Eschatological Expectations Concerning the 
Conversion of the Jews in the Netherlands During the Seventeenth Cen- 
tury in: P. Toon (ed.), Puritans, the Millennium and the Future of Israel. Puritan 
Eschatology 1600 to 1660. A Collection of Essays, Cambridge/London: James 
Clark, 137—153. 

, Het stroomlandschap van de Gereformeerde Kerk in Nederland tussen 
1650 en 1750, in: Broeyer/Van der Wall (eds.), Richtingenstrijd, 9-27. 

Berkel, K. van/A. van Helden/L. Palm (eds.), A History of Science in the Nether- 
lands. Survey, Themes and Reference, Leiden/Boston/Köln: Brill 1999. 

Bianco, B., ‘Freiheit gegen Fatalismus. Zu Joachim Langes Kritik an Wolff in: 
N. Hinske (ed.), Halle. Aufklärung und Pietismus, Zentren der Aufklärung I, 
Heidelberg: Lambert Schneider 1989, 111-155. 

Bil, M. van der, ‘De tweedracht van voetianen en coccejanen in politiek 
perspectief,’ in: Broeyer/Van der Wall (eds.), Richtingenstryd, 74-94. 

Bisschop, R., Stons vorst en volk. Het tweede-Israélidee als theocratisch concept in de Gere- 
Jormeerde kerk van de Republiek tussen ca. 1650 en ca. 1750, (PhD diss., University 
of Utrecht) Veenendaal: Kool 1993. 

Bizer, E., ‘Die reformierte Orthodoxie und der Cartesianismus,’ Zeitschrift für 
Theologie und Kirche 55 (1958) 306—372. 

, Frühorthodoxie und Rationalismus, Zürich: EVZ-Verlag 1963. 

Blair, A., *Mosaic Physics and the Search for a Pious Natural Philosophy in the 
Late Renaissance,’ Isis 91 (2000) 32-58. 


360 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Blom, H.W., Causality and Morality in Politics. The Rise of Naturalism in Dutch 
Seventeenth-Century Political Thought, PhD. diss., University of Utrecht 1995. 
Boer, J. de, De verzegeling met de Heilige Geest volgens de opvatting van de Nadere Refor- 
matie, (PhD diss., Theologische Hogeschool, Kampen) Rotterdam: Bronder- 

Offset 1968. 

Bohatec, J., Die Methode der reformierten Dogmatik,’ Theologische Studien und 
Kritiken 81 (1908) 272-302, 383-401. 

Boland, V., Ideas in God According to Saint Thomas Aquinas. Sources and Synthesis, 
Leiden/New York/Köln: Brill 1996. 

Boone, A.Th., ‘Zending en gereformeerd piétisme in Nederland: Een his- 
torisch overzicht,’ DNR 14 (1990) 1-31. 

/ J. van Ekeris, Zending tussen woord en daad. Twee hoofdstukken uit de geschiede- 
nis van gereformeerd piëtisme en zending, Kampen: De Groot Goudriaan 1991. 
Boot, I., De allegorische uitlegging van het Hooglied, voornamelijk in Nederland, (PhD 

diss., University of Utrecht) Woerden: Zuijderduijn 1971. 

Bordoli, R., ‘Non aliunde quam ex ratione adstrui possit. Cartesianesimo e rinnova- 
mente teologico alle origini del dibattito del 1686-1687 a Franeker,’ unpub- 
lished (?) paper. 

, ‘Cartesianesimo e Spinozismo nel dibattito del 1686-1687 a Franeker su 

ragione e Scrittura, Acme. Annali della Facultà di Lettere e Filosofia dell’ Universita 

degli Studi di Milano 40 (1996) 187—206. 

, Ragione e Scrittura tra Descartes e Spinoza. Saggio sulla “Philosophia S. Scrip- 
turae Interpres? di Lodewijk Meyer e sulla sua recezione, Milano: Franco Angeli 
1997. 

Bormann, C. von/W. Franzen/A. Krapiec/L. Oeing-Hanhoff, ‘Form und 
Materie (Stoff, HWP IL, 977-1030. 

Borsche, T., “Leib-Seele-Verhaltnis. I. Problemstellung,’ 7WPh V, 185-187. 

Bos, J.J.EM. (Erik-Jan), The Correspondence Between Descartes and Henricus Regius, 
(PhD diss., University of Utrecht), Utrecht: Zeno, The Leiden-Utrecht 
Research Institute of Philosophy 2002. 

Boscherini, E.G., Lexicon Spinozanum, Den Haag: M. Nijhoff 1970. 

Bots, J., Tussen Descartes en Darwin. Geloof en Natuurwetenschap in de achttiende eeuw in 
Nederland, Assen: Van Gorcum 1972. 

Bouwman, M., Voetius over het gezag der synoden, (PhD diss., Vrije Universiteit 
Amsterdam), Amsterdam: S‚J.P. Bakker 1937. 

Breen, J.C., ‘Gereformeerde populaire historiographie in de zeventiende en 
achttiende eeuw,’ in: Christendom en historie, Amsterdam: Uitgeversmaatschap- 
pij Holland 1925, 213-242. 

Bremmer, R.H., ‘De calvinistisch-orangistische traditie in de vaderlandse ge- 
schiedschrijving,’ Kerk en theologie 21 (1970) 360—374. 

Brienen, T./K. Exalto/J. van Genderen/C. Graafland/W. van ’t Spyker, De 
Nadere Reformatie. Beschrijving van haar voornaamste vertegenwoordigers, ’s-Graven- 
hage: Boekencentrum 1986. 

/ K. Exalto/J. van Genderen/C. Graafland/W. van ’t Spijker, De Nadere 

Reformatie en het Gereformeerd Piëtisme, s-Gravenhage: Boekencentrum 1989. 

/K. Exalto/C. Graafland/B. Loonstra/W. van ’t Spijker, Theologische 

aspecten van de Nadere Reformatie, Zoetermeer: Boekencentrum 1993. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 361 


Broeyer, EG.M., ‘Franciscus Burman, een coccejaan in voetiaans vaarwater,’ 
in: Broeyer/Van der Wall (eds.), Richtingenstryd, 104-130. 

, ‘Theological Education at the Dutch Universities in the Seventeenth 

Century: Four Professors on Their Ideal of the Curriculum,’ in: W. Janse/ 

B. Pitkin (eds), The Formation of Clerical and Confessional Identities in Early 

Modern Europe, Leiden/Boston: Brill 2006 (NAK/DRCH 85), 115-132. 

/E.G.E. van der Wall (eds.), Een richtingenstrijd in de Gereformeerde Kerk. 
Voetianen en Coccejanen, 1650-1750, Zoetermeer: Boekencentrum 1994. 

Bron, B., Das Wunder. Das theologische Wunderverständnis im Horizont des neuzeitlichen 
Natur- und Geschichisbegriff, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1975. 

Brooke, J.H., Science and Religion. Some Historical Perspectives, Cambridge: Cam- 
bridge University Press [1991] 1999. 

Bruine, J.C. de, Herman Venema. Een Nederlands theoloog in de tijd der Verlichting, 
(PhD diss., University of Groningen) Franeker: T. Wever 1973. 

— —-, ‘De theologische faculteit van de Franeker academie in de achttiende 
eeuw,’ in: Jensma/Smit/Westra (eds.), Universiteit te Franeker, 275-285. 

Bunge, W. van, ‘On the Early Dutch Reception of the Tractatus theologico- 
politicus,’ in: M. Bollacher/R. Henrard/W. Klever (eds.), Studia Spinozana 5 
(Würzburg: Kónigshausen & Neumann 19989) 225-251. 

— ——, ‘Balthasar Bekker’s Cartesian Hermeneutics and the Challenge of Spi- 
nozism,' DTHP 1 (1993) 55-79. 

, Van Velthuysen, Batelier and Bredenburg on Spinoza's interpretation 
of the Scriptures,’ in: P. Cristofolini (ed.), L’héréste spinoziste. La discussion sur le 
Tractatus theologico-politicus, 7670-1677, et la réception immédiate du spinozisme, 
Amsterdam/Maarssen: APA-Holland University Press 1995, 49-65. 

— —-, ‘Einleitung’ and Auswahlbibliographie’ in idem (ed.), Balthasar Bekker, Die 
bezauberte Welt (1693). Mit einer Einleitung herausgegeben, Stuttgart/Bad Cann- 
statt: Frommann-Holzboog 1997, 7-61, 62-78. 

, Batelier (Batalerius, Watelier), Jacobus Johannes,’ BLGNP IV (1998), 

25-26. 

, Deurhoff, Willem,’ BLGPN IV, 116-117. 

— ——, From Stevin to Spinoza. An Essay on Philosophy in the Seventeenth- Century Dutch 
Republic, Leiden/Boston/Köln: Brill 2001. 

, ‘Meyer, Lodewijk,’ BLGNP V (2001), 370-372. 

Burns, J.H./M. Goldie (eds), The Cambridge History of Political Thought, 1450— 
1700, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1991. 

Bury, J.B., The Idea of Progress. An Inquiry into Its Origin and Growth, London: 
Macmillan 1920. 

Cahné, P-A., Index du Discours de la méthode de René Descartes, Rome: Edizioni 
dell'Ateneo 1977. 

Campen, M. van, “Voetius en Coccejus over de Joden,’ DNR 16 (1992) 2-16. 

‚ Het millennium gewogen. Het duizendjarig rijk in de visie van de 
Nadere Reformatie,’ DNR 24 (2000) 20-36. 

Carney, ES./H. Schilling/D. Wyduckel (eds.), Jurisprudenz, Politische Theorie und 
Politische Theologie. Beiträge des Herborner Symposiums zum 400. Jahrestag der Polit- 
ica des Johannes Althusius 1603-2003, Berlin: Duncker & Humblot 2004. 

Carraud, V, “La matière assume successivement toutes les formes.” Note 


362 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


sur le concept d'ordre et sur une proposition thomiste de la cosmogonie 
cartesienne,’ Revue de métaphysique et de morale (2000) 57—79. 

Cassirer, E., Die Philosophie der Aufklärung, Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr (P. Siebeck) 
1932. 

Casula, M., ‘Die Lehre von der prástabilierten Harmonie in ihrer Entwicklung 
von Leibniz bis A.G. Baumgarten,’ in Akten des II. internationalen Leibuiz- 
Kongresses, Hannover, 17.-22. Juli 1972, III, Wiesbaden: E. Steiner 1975, 397-415. 

Cheneval, E, $20. Ulrich Huber,’ in: H. Holtzhey/W. Schmidt-Biggemann/ 
V. Murdoch (eds.), Die Philosophie des 17. Jahrhunderts, IV, Das heilige Römis- 
che Reich Deutscher nation. Nord- und Ostmitteleuropa, Basel 2001, 849- 
853. 

Chupp, J./C.J. Nederman, “The Calvinist Background to Johannes Althu- 
sius's Idea of Religious Toleration,’ in: Carney/Schilling/Wyduckel (eds.), 
Jurisprudenz, 243—260. 

Clements, C.J.J., ““Spinozistisch of gereformeerd.” Het dilemma naar aanleid- 
ing van de Zels-eenzame Meditatiën van Jan Willemsz Eswijler,’ in: P. Bange et 
al. (eds.), Kerk en verlichting: voordrachten gehouden tijdens het Windesheim Symposium 
te Windesheim op 18 november 1989, Zwolle: Stichting Windesheim 600 + 1990, 
57 93- 

— — / J. van Sluis, ‘Driessen, Anthonius,’ BLGNP V, 155-158. 

Colie, R., Light and Enlightenment. A Study of the Cambridge Platonists and the Dutch 
Arminians, Cambridge: University Press 1957. 

, Spinoza and the Early English Deists,’ Journal of the History of Ideas 20 
(1959) 23-46 [JSTOR]. 

Conring, E., Kirche und Staat nach der Lehre der niederländischen Calvinisten des 17. 
Jahrhunderts, Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag 1965. 

Coppens, G. (ed), Spinoza en de scholastiek, Leuven/ Leusden: Acco 2003. 

, Spinoza en het Nederlands cartestanisme, Leuven/ Voorburg: Acco 2004. 

Corr, Ch.A., ‘Christian Wolff and Leibniz,’ Journal of the History of Ideas 36 
(1975) 241-262. 

, Did Wolff Follow Leibniz?’ in: G. Funke (ed.), Akten des 4. internationalen 

Kant-Kongresses, Mainz, 6.-10. Apruil 1974, W/ 1, Berlin: New York: De Gruyter 

1974, 11-21. 

, Christian Wolffs German Metaphysics Volumes, Their Revisions, and 
Leibniz,’ in Theoria cum praxi. Zum Verhältnis von Theorie und Praxis im 17. und 
18. Jahrhundert. Akten des III. internationalen Leibnizkongresses, Hannover, 12. bis 17. 
November 1977, HI, Wiesbaden: F. Steiner 1980, 231-239. 

Cottingham, J., A Descartes Dictionary, Oxford: Blackwell 1993. 

Courtine, J.-F., Suarez et le systeme de la métaphysique, Paris: Presses Universitaires 
de France 1990. 

Cramer, J.A., Abraham Heidanus en zijn Cartesianisme, (PhD diss., University of 
Utrecht) Utrecht: J. van Druten 1889. 

, De Theologische Faculteit te Utrecht ten tijde van Voetius, Utrecht: Kemink en 
Zoon [1932]. 

Cromartie, M. (ed), A Preserving Grace. Protestants, Catholics, and Natural Law, 
Washington D.C./Grand Rapids: Ethics and Public Policy Genter/ William 
B. Eerdmans 1997. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 363 


Crowe, M.B., “The “Impious Hypothesis”: A Paradox in Hugo Grotius? 
Tijdschrift voor filosofie 38 (1976) 379—410. 

Dahm, K.-W./W. Krawietz/D. Wyduckel (eds.), Politische Theorie des Johannes 
Althusius, Berlin: Duncker & Humblot 1988. 

De Jong, J., Accommodatio Dei. A Theme in K. Schilders Theology of Revelation, 
(PhD diss., Theological University of the [free] Reformed Churches in the 
Netherlands, Kampen) Kampen: Mondiss 1990. 

Dekker, E., Riker dan Midas. Vrijheid, genade en predestinatie in de theologie van Jacobus 
Arminius (1559-1609), Zoetermeer: Boekencentrum 1993. 

Demel, S., ‘Schwangerschaftsabbruch, I. Historisch,’ TRE XXX (1999), 630- 
633. 

Deursen, A.Th. van, De last van veel geluk. De geschiedenis van Nederland, 1555-1702, 
Amsterdam: Bert Bakker 2004. 

— —-, ‘Nadere Reformatie en geschiedbeoefening. Abraham van de Velde en 
Franciscus Ridderus,’ DNR 13 (1989) 25-39. 

Dyk, K., Het ryk der duizend jaren. Beschouwingen in het verleden en het heden over het 
duizendjarig rijk, Kampen: J.H. Kok [1933]. 

Dillenberger, J., Protestant Thought and Natural Science. A Historical Interpretation, 
(1960) Notre Dame 1988. 

Dorner, LA., Geschichte der protestantischen Theologie, besonders in Deutschland, nach 
ihrer principiellen Bewegung und im Zusammenhang mit dem religiösen, sittlichen und 
intellectuellen Leben betrachtet, München: J.G. Cotta 1867. 

Drummond, A.L., The Kirk and the Continent, Edinburgh: Saint Andrew Press 
1956. 

Duker, A.C., Gisbertus Voetius, 3 vols. plus index vol., Leiden: EJ. Brill 1897— 
1915. 

Ebrard, J.H.A., Christliche Dogmatık, I, Königsberg: A.W. Unzer 1851. 

Ecole, J., ‘Les rapports de la raison et de la foi selon Christian Wolff Studia 
Leibnitiana 15 (1983) 205-214. 

, ‘Wolff,’ in: Y. Belaval/D. Borel (eds.), Le siecle des Lumières et la Bible, Paris: 

Beauchesne 1986, 805-822. 

, La métaphysique de Christian Wolff, 2 vols., Hildesheim/Zürich/New York: 
G. Olms 1990. 

—, De la nature de la raison, de ses rapports avec l'expérience et la foi 
selon Christian Wolff in: H.E Fulda/ R.-P. Horstmann (eds.), Vernunfibegriff 
in der Moderne, Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta 1994, 127-139. 

Edgar, W., A Response,’ in: M. Cromartie (ed.), A Preserving Grace, 118—130. 

Eijnatten, J. van, Mutua christianorum tolerantia. Irenicism and Toleration in the Nether- 
lands: The Stinstra Affair, 1740-1745, Firenze: L.S. Olschki 1998. 

, Liberty and Concord in the United Provinces. Religious Toleration and the Public in 
the Exghteenth- Century Netherlands, Leiden/Boston: Brill 2003. 

Ekkart, R.E.O./J. Schuller tot Peursum-Meijer, Groninger Academieportetten. Cat- 
alogus van de portretten in het Academiegebouw en de Bibliotheek der Ryksunwersiteit te 
Groningen, Groningen: Erven B. van der Kamp 1978. 

Emerton, N.E., The Scientific Reinterpretation of Form, Ithaca/London: Cornell 
University Press 1984. 

Enno van Gelder, H.A., Getemperde vrijheid. Een verhandeling over de verhouding van 


364 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Kerk en Staat in de Republiek der Verenigde Nederlanden en de vrijheid van meningsuiting 
in zake godsdienst, drukpers en onderwijs gedurende de 17e eeuw, Groningen: Wolters- 
Noordhoff 1972. 

Entréves, A.P. d’, Natural Law. An Introduction to Legal Philosophy, with a new intro- 
duction by CJ. Nederman, New Brunswick/London: Transaction Publish- 
ers 1999. 

Eusden, J.D., Puritans, Lawyers, and Politics in Early Seventeenth- Century. England, 
New Haven: Yale University Press 1958. 

Exalto, J./EA. van Lieburg (eds.), Neerlands laatste ziener. Leven, werk en invloed 
van Theodorus van der Groe (1705-1784), Rotterdam: Lindenberg, forthcom- 
ing 


Fatio, O., ‘Orthodoxie II. Reformierte Orthodoxie,’ TRE XXV (1995), 485- 


497. 

Fiering, N.S., “Will and Intellect in the New England Mind,’ The William and 
Mary Quarterly. A Magazine of Early American History 29 (1972) 515-558. 

Finster, R./G. Hunter/R.F. McRae/M. Miles/W.E. Seager, Leibniz Lexicon. A 
Dual Concordance to Leibniz’s Philosophische Schriften, Hildesheim/Zürich/New 
York: Olms-Weidmann 1988. 

Fix, A., ‘Willem Deurhoff (1650-1717): Merchant and Philosopher,’ Geschiedenis 
van de wijsbegeerte in Nederland 1 (1990) 153—164. 

, Dutch Millenarianism and the Role of Reason: Daniel de Breen and 

Joachim Oudaan,’ in: J.C. Laursen/R.H. Popkin (eds.), Continental Millenar- 

tans: Protestants, Catholics, Heretics, Dordrecht/ Boston/London: Kluwer 2001, 

49755: 

, Prophecy and Reason. The Dutch Collegiants in the Early Enlightenment, Prince- 
ton: Princeton University Press 1991. 

Flinterman, R.A., ‘Comrie, Alexander,’ BLGNP UI, 76-78. 

Fock, O., Der Socinianismus nach seiner Stellung in der Gesamtentwicklung des christlichen 
Geistes, nach seinem historischen Verlauf und nach seinem Lehrbegriff dargestellt, (1847) 
Aalen: Scientia Verlag 1970. 

Fournier, WJ., “Tuinman, Carolus,’ BLGNP, I (1978), 382-383. 

, Vries, Gerardus de,’ BLGNP I, 417. 

Frauendienst, W., Christian Wolff als Staatsdenker, Berlin 1927, repr. Vaduz: Kraus 
Reprint 1965. 

Freeman, T.S., “Through a Venice Glass Darkly: John Foxes’s Most Famous 
Miracle,’ in: K. Cooper/J. Gregory (eds.), Signs, Wonders, Miracles. Representa- 
tions of Divine Power in the Life of the Church, Woodbridge: Boydell 2005, 307— 


320. 

Freudenthal, J., “Spinoza und die Scholastik,’ in: Philosophische Aufsätze. Eduard 
Zeller zu seinem fünfzigjährigen Doctor-Jubiläum gewidmet, Leipzig: Fues’s Verlag 
(R. Reisland) 1887, 83-138. 

Fries, E, Die Lehre vom Staat bet den protestantischen Gottesgelehrten Deutschlands und der 
Niederlande in der zweiten Hälfte des 17. Jahrhunderts, Berlin: E. Ebering 1912. 

Frijhoff, W., ‘Religious Toleration in the United Provinces: From “Case” to 
“Model”, in: R. Po-Chia Hsia/H. van Nierop (eds.), Calvinism and Religious 
Toleration in. the Dutch Golden Age, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 
2002, 27-52. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 365 


Funkenstein, A., Theology and the Scientific Imagination from the Middle Ages to the 
Seventeenth Century, Princeton: Princeton University Press 1986. 

Geesink, W., Gereformeerde ethiek, 2 vols., ed. and with biographical essay by 
V. Hepp, Kampen: J.H. Kok 1931. 

Galama, S.H.M., Het wijsgerig onderwijs aan de Hogeschool te Franeker, 1585-1811, 
(PhD diss., University of Leiden) Franeker: T. Wever 1954. 

Garber, D., ‘Leibniz on Form and Matter,’ Early Science and Medicine 2 (1997) 
326-352. 

/M. Wilson, ‘Mind-Body Problems,’ in: D. Garber/M. Ayers (eds.), The 
Cambridge History of Seventeenth- Century. Philosophy, 1, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press 1998, 838—867. 

Genderen, J. van, Herman Witstus. Bijdrage tot de kenms der gereformeerde theologie, 
's-Gravenhage: Guido de Brès 1953. 

Gerlach, H.-M. (ed.), Christian Wolff—seine Schule und seine Gegner (Aufklärung 12), 
Hamburg: F. Meiner 2001. 

Gibbs, L.W., “The Puritan Natural Law Theory of William Ames,’ Harvard 
Theological Review 64 (1971) 37—57. 

Gierke, O. von, Johannes Althusius und die Entwicklung der naturrechtlichen Staatsthe- 
orien. Zugleich ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Rechtssystematik, 3rd ed., Breslau: M. 
& H. Marcus 1913. 

Gilson, E., La liberté chez Descartes et la théologie, vepr., with introd. by J.-L. Mar- 
ion, Paris: J. Vrin 1987. 

, Index scolastico-cartésien, and ed., Paris: J. Vrin 1979. 

Glasius, B., Geschiedenis der Nationale Synode in 1618 en 161g gehouden te Dordrecht, in 
hare vóórgeschiedenis, handelingen en gevolgen, II, Leiden: P. Engels 1861. 

Goeters, W., Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus in der reformierten Kirche der Niederlande bis 
zur Labadistischen Krisis 1670, (Leipzig 1911) reprint Amsterdam: Ton Bolland 
1974- 

Goudriaan, A., ‘Die Rezeption des cartesianischen Gottesgedankens bei Abra- 
ham Heidanus,’ Neue Zeitschrift für systematische Theologie und Religionsphilosophie 
38 (1996) 166-197. 

— ——, Philosophische Gotteserkenntms bet Suárez und Descartes, im Zusammenhang mit 
der niederländischen reformierten Theologie und Philosophie des 17. Jahrhunderts, Lei- 
den/Boston/ Kóln: Brill 1999. 

, (ed.), Jacobus Revius, A Theological Examination of Cartesian Philosophy. Early 

Criticisms (1647), Leiden/Boston: Brill 2002. 

, Anthonius Driessens theologische kritiek op de leibniziaans-wolffiaanse 

filosofie,’ in: A.H. Huussen Jr (ed.), Onderwijs en onderzoek: studie en wetenschap 

aan de academie van Groningen in de 17e en 16e eeuw, Hilversum: Verloren 2003, 

185-206. 

, Anthonius Driessen contra Jacob Wittich: over God, de schepping en 
causaliteit,’ in: G. Coppens (ed), Spinoza en de scholastiek, Leuven/ Leusden: 
Acco 2003, 53-68. 

Graafland, C., De zekerheid van het geloof: Een onderzoek naar de geloofsbeschouwing 
van enige vertegenwoordigers van reformatie en nadere reformatie, [Wageningen 1961] 
reprint Amsterdam: Ton Bolland 1977. 

— ——, ‘Gereformeerde scholastiek VI. De invloed van de scholastiek op de 


366 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Nadere Reformatie,’ two parts, Theologia Reformata 30 (1987) 109—131 and 

313 349. 

, De Nadere Reformatie en het Labadisme,’ in: T. Brienen/K. Exalto/ 

J. van Genderen/C. Graafland/W. van ’t Spyker, De Nadere Reformatie en het 

Gereformeerd Piëtisme, ’s-Gravenhage: Boekencentrum 1989, 275-346. 

, Schriftleer en schriftverstaan in de Nadere Reformatie,’ in: T. Brienen/ 

K. Exalto/C. Graafland/B. Loonstra/W. van 't Spijker, Theologische aspecten 

van de Nadere Reformatie, Zoetermeer: Boekencentrum 1993, 29-97. 

, Structuurverschillen tussen voetiaanse en coccejaanse geloofsleer,’ in: 

Broeyer/Van der Wall (eds.), Richtingenstryd, 28-53. 

/W.J. op 't Hof/EA. van Lieburg, ‘Nadere Reformatie: opnieuw een 

poging tot begripsbepaling,’ DNR 19 (1995) 105-184. 

, Van Calvijn tot Comrie. Oorsprong en ontwikkeling van de leer van het verbond 

in het Gereformeerd Protestantisme, deel 5 & 6, Zoetermeer: Boekencentrum 

1996. 

, Braun(ius) (Brun), Johannes (Jean), BLGNP V (2001), 87-89. 

Grant, E., In Defense of the Earth's Centrality and Immobility: Scholastic Reaction to 
Copernicanısm in the Seventeenth Century, Philadelphia: American Philosophical 
Society 1984. 

, Planets, Stars and Orbs. The Medieval Cosmos, 1200-1687, (1994) Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press 1996. 

Groen van Prinsterer, G., Handboek der geschiedenis van het vaderland, 6th ed., 
Amsterdam: Höveker & Zoon 1875. 

Groot, A. de, “Gisbertus Voetius, in: M. Greschat (ed.), Orthodoxie und Pietismus, 
Stuttgart/Berlin/Köln/Mainz: W. Kohlhammer 1982, 149-162. 

Grua, G., Jurisprudence universelle et théodicée selon Leibniz, Paris: Presses Universi- 
taires de France 1953. 

Gründler, O., Die Gotteslehre Girolamo Zanchis und thre Bedeutung für seine Lehre von 
der Prädestination, Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag 1965. 

Grunert, E/K. Seelmann (eds.), Die Ordnung der Praxis. Neue Studien zur Spanischen 
Spätscholastik, Tübingen: Max Niemeyer 2001. 

Gueroult, M., Descartes selon l'ordre des raisons, I, L'àme et Dieu, Paris: Aubier 
1991. 

, Spinoza, I, Dieu (Ethique, D, Hildesheim: G. Olms 1968. 

Haakonssen, K., Divine/Natural Law Theories in Ethics,’ in: D. Garber/ 
M. Ayers (eds), The Cambridge History of Seventeenth-Century Philosophy, U, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1998, 1317-1357. 

Haentjens, A.H., Remonstrantsche en Calvinistische Dogmatiek, in verband met elkaar en 
met de ontwikkeling van het doema, Leiden: A.H. Adriani 1913. 

Hammacher, K., ‘Spinoza/Spinozismus,’ TRE XXXI (2000), 687-695. 

Harrison, P., The Bible, Protestantism, and the Rise of Natural Science, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press [1998] 2001. 

, Original Sin and the Problem of Knowledge in Early Modern Europe,’ 
Journal of the History of Ideas 63 (2002) 239—259. 

Heckel, J., ‘Cura religionis, Ius in sacra, Ius circa sacra,’ in Festschrift Ulrich Stutz 
zum siebzigsten Geburtstag. Dargebracht von Schülern, Freunden und Verehrern (1938) 
repr. Amsterdam: Rodopi 1969, 224-298. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 367 


Heerspink, J.B.F., De Godgeleerdheid en hare beoefenaars aan de Hoogeschool te Gronin- 
gen, gedurende het 250jarig bestaan der Akademie (eerste gedeelte, van 1614-1752), 
Groningen: P. van Zweeden 1864. 

Helm, P, ‘John Calvin, the sensus divinitatis, and the noetic effects of sin,’ 
International Journal for Philosophy of Religion 43 (1998) 87-107. 

, Synchronic Contingency in Reformed Scholasticism: A Note of Cau- 

tion, NIT 57 (2003) 207-222. 

, Synchronic Contingency Again,’ MIT 57 (2003) 234-238. 

—, John Calvin’s Ideas, Oxford: Oxford University Press 2004. 

Henderson, G.D., Religious Life in Seventeenth- Century Scotland, Cambridge: Uni- 
versity Press 1937. 

Heppe, H./E. Bizer, Die Dogmatik der evangelisch-reformierten Kirche. Dargestellt und 
aus den Quellen belegt, Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag 1958. 

/E. Bizer, Reformed Dogmatics Set Out and Ilustrated from the Sources, trans. 
G.T. Thomson, London: G. Allen & Unwin 1950. 

Hirschberger, J., Geschichte der Philosophie, Il, Neuzeit und Gegenwart, 13rd ed., 
Freiburg/Basel/Wien: Herder 1991. 

Hochstrasser, T., ‘Conscience and Reason: The Natural Law Theory of Jean 
Barbeyrac, The Historical journal 36 (1993) 289—308. 

Hodge, A.A./B.B. Warfield, ‘Calvinism,’ in: J.E. Meeter (ed.), Benjamin B. War- 
field, Selected Shorter Writings, II, Phillipsburgh: Presbyterian & Reformed 
(1973) 2001, 411-447. 

Hoedemaker, Ph,J., “Op het fondament der Apostelen en Profeten.” Bijdragen voor Kerk 
en Theologie, Utrecht: C. van Bentum 1886. 

[ |, De leer en de practijk der Afgescheidenen en Doleerenden in strijd met de Heilige 
Schrift. Aangetoond wit de geschriften van W. à Brakel, Borstius, Caloyn, Koelman, 
Voetius en anderen, Sneck: J. Campen n.d. 

Hoekstra, H., Bijdrage tot de kennis en de beoordeling van het Ghiliasme, Kampen: 
J.H. Kok 1903. 

Hopfl, H., Jesuit Political Thought. The Society of Jesus and the State, c. 1540—1630, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2004. 

Hof, WJ. op °t, ‘Eenen tweeden Thomas à Kempis (doch ghereformeerden),’ 
in: P. Bange/C. Graafland/A,J. Jelsma/A.G. Weiler (eds.), De doorwerking 
van de Moderne Devotie. Windesheim 1387-1987, Hilversum: Verloren 1988, 151— 
165. 

, Studie der Nadere Reformatie: verleden en toekomst,’ DNR 18 (1994) 

1-50. 

, De verschillen tussen voetianen en coccejanen in het licht van hun 
verklaringen van de Heidelbergse Catechismus,’ in: Broeyer/Van der Wall 
(eds.), Richtingenstryd, 54—73. 

Hofmann, R., Die Gewissenslehre des Walter von Brügge O.EM. und die Entwicklung 
der Gewissenslehre in der Hochscholastik, Münster: Aschendorff 1941. 

Hofmeyr, J.W., Johannes Hoornbeeck as polemikus, Ph.D. thesis Theologische Aca- 
demie Kampen, Kampen: J.H. Kok 1975. 

Hoitenga, DJ., “The Noetic Effects of Sin. A Review Article,’ C77 38 (2003) 
68-102. 

Holifield, E.B., Theology in America. Christian Thought from the Age of the Puritans to 


368 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


the Civil War, New Haven/London: Yale University Press 2003. 

Honig, A.G., Alexander Comrie, [1892], repr., with introduction by D. Nauta, 
Leiden: J.J. Groen en Zoon 1991. 

Hooykaas, R., Religion and the Rise of Modern Science, Edinburgh/London: Scot- 
tish Academic Press 1972. 

, ‘The Reception of Copernicanism in England and the Netherlands,’ in: 

Ch. Wilson/R. Hooykaas/A.R. Hall/J.H. Waszink (eds), The Anglo-Dutch 

Contribution to the Cwilization of Early Modern Society, Oxford University Press 

1976, 33-44- 

, GJ. Rheticus’ Treatise on Holy Scripture and the Motion of the Earth. With 
Translation, Annotations, Commentary and Additional Chapters on Ramus-Rheticus 
and the Development of the Problem before 1650, Amsterdam/Oxford/New York: 
North-Holland Publishing Company 1984. 

Hotson, H., Paradise Postponed. Johann Heinrich Alsted and the Birth of Calvinist 
Miullenarianism, Dordrecht/Boston/London: Kluwer 2000. 

Howell, K.J., “Copernicanism and Biblical Interpretation in Early Modern 
Protestant Europe,’ PhD diss., University of Lancaster 1995. 

, God's Two Books. Copernican Cosmology and Biblical Interpretation in Early 
Modern Science, Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press 2002. 

Hubbeling, H.G., ‘Zur frühen Spinozarezeption in den Niederlanden,’ in: 
K. Gründer/W. Schmidt-Biggemann (eds.), Spinoza in der Frühzeit seiner reli- 
giüsen Wirkung, Heidelberg: L. Schneider 1984, 149-180. 

Huby, PM., ‘Soul, Life, Sense, Intellect: Some Thirteenth-Century Problems,’ 
in: G.R. Dunstan (ed.), The Human Embryo. Aristotle and the Arabic and European 
Traditions, Exeter: University of Exeter Press 1990. 

Hübener, W., ‘Praedeterminatio physica,’ HWPh VIL, 1216-1225. 

Huisman, C., Neerlands Israel. Het natiebesef der traditioneel-gereformeerden in de acht- 
tiende eeuw, Dordrecht: J.P. van den Tol 1983. 

Huussen, A.H. Jr, Onderwijs en onderzoek: studie en wetenschap aan de academie van 
Groningen in de 17e en 18e eeuw, Hilversum: Verloren 2003. 

, ‘Onderwijs in de Groningse rechtenfaculteit gedurende de eerste helft 
van de 18e eeuw,’ in: idem (ed.), Onderwijs en onderzoek, 161-184. 

Iting, K.-H., Naturrecht und Suttlichkeit. Begriffsgeschichtliche Studien, Stuttgart: 
Klett-Cotta 1983. 

Israel, J., The Dutch Republic. Its Rise, Greatness, and Fall, 1477-1806, Oxford/New 
York: Clarendon Press 1995. 

, ‘The Banning of Spinoza’s Works in the Dutch Republic (1670-1678), 

in: W. van Bunge/W. Klever (eds.), Disguised and Overt Spinozism Around 1700, 

Leiden/New York/Köln: Brill 1996. 

, The Intellectual Debate About Toleration In the Dutch Republic,’ 
in: C. Berkvens-Stevelinck/]. Israel/G.H.M. Posthumus Meyjes (eds.), The 
Emergence of Tolerance in the Dutch Republic, Leiden/New York/Köln: Brill 1997, 
3-36. 

— ——, Locke, Spinoza and the Philosophical Debate Concerning Toleration in the Early 
Enlightenment (c. 1670 — c. 1750), Amsterdam: KNAW 1999. 

, Radical Enlightenment. Philosophy and the Making of Modernity 1650-1750, 

Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press 2001. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 369 


Itterzon, G.P. van, Franciscus Gomarus, [1930] repr. Groningen/Castricum: Bou- 
ma's Boekhuis/Bert Hagen 1979. 

, Het gereformeerd leerboek der 17de eeuw. “Synopsis purioris theologiae, 

hage: M. Nijhoff 1931. 

, Arnoldi, Nicolaus,’ BLGNP, II (1983), 37-38. 

Janse, W., Review of Jan Rohls, Reformed Confessions: Theology from Zurich to 
Barmen (J. Hoffmeyer/].L. Stotts, eds., 1998), Church History 69 (2000) 663- 
664. 

Jensma, G. Th/ER.H. Smit/EWestra (eds.), Universiteit te Franeker 1585-1811, Bij- 
dragen tot de geschiedenis van de Friese hogeschool, Leeuwarden: Fryske Akademy 
1985. 

Jong, J. de, Accommodatio Dei. A Theme in K. Schilders Theology of Revelation, (PhD 
diss., Theological University of the Gereformeerde Kerken in Nederland, 
Kampen) Kampen: Mondiss 1990. 

Jong, O,J. de, “Voetius en de tolerantie,’ in: J. van Oort et al. (eds.), De onbekende 
Voetius, 109-116. 

Jorink, E., ‘Het Boeck der Natuere.’ Nederlandse geleerden en de wonderen van Gods 
Schepping, 1575-1715, PhD diss., Rijksuniversiteit Groningen 2004. 

Kaiser, C.B., Creational Theology and the History of Physical Science. The Creationist 
tradition from Basil to Bohr, Leiden/New York/Köln: Brill 1997. 

Karpp, H., ‘Der Beitrag Keplers und Galileis zum neuzeitlichen Schriftver- 
standnis,’ Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche 67 (1970) 40-55. 

Klempt, A., Die Säkularisierung der unwersalhistorischen Auffassung; Zum Wandel des 
Geschichtsdenkens im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert, Götangen/Berlin/ Frankfurt: Mus- 
terschmidt 1960. 

Klever, W., Verba et sententiae Spinozae or Lambertus van Velthuysen (1622-1685) on 
Benedictus de Spinoza, Amsterdam/Maarssen: APA-Holland University Press 
1991. 

Kleyn, H.G., Algemeene Kerk en Plaatselijke Gemeente. Proeve van historisch onderzoek, 
naar de verhouding van beiden ten opzichte van de inwendige en van de stoffelijke belangen, 
naar aanleiding van de Rechtsbevoegdheid onzer Plaatselijke Kerken van hr. Mr. A.E de 
Savornin Lohman en Dr. EL. Rutgers (Tweede Uitgave), Dordrecht: C. Morks JZn 
1888. 

Knappert, L., Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk gedurende de 18e en rge 
eeuw, Amsterdam: Meulenhof 1912. 

Kossmann, E.H., Political Thought in the Dutch Republic. Three Studies, Amsterdam: 
KNAW 2000. 

Kramer, G., Het verband van doop en wedergeboorte. Nagelaten dogmenhistorische studie, 
introd. by A. Kuyper, Breukelen: “De Vecht” 1897. 

Kraye, J., Moral philosophy,’ in: C.B. Schmitt et al. (eds), The Cambridge 
History of Renaissance Philosophy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 
1988, 303-386. 

Krusche, W., Das Wirken des Heiligen Geistes nach Calvin, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht 1957. 

Kromsigt, J.C., Wilhelmus Schortinghuis. Eene bladzijde uit de geschiedenis van het 
piëtisme in de Gereformeerde Kerk van Nederland, (PhD diss., University of 
Utrecht), Groningen: J.B. Wolters 1904. 


22 5 


s-Graven- 


370 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Krop, H.A., ‘Duns Scotus and the Jews. Scholastic Theology and Enforced 
Conversion in the Thirteenth Century, NAA/DRCH 69 (1989) 161- 
175. 

, Radical Cartesianism in Holland: Spinoza and Deurhoff, in: W. van 

Bunge/W. Klever (eds.), Disguised and Overt Spinozism Around 1700, Leiden/ 

New York/Köln: Brill 1996, 55-81. 

, Zweiter Teil. Niederland, in: H. Holzhey et al. (eds), Grundriss der 
Geschichte der Philosophie. Die Philosophie des 18. Jahrhunderts, 1, Grossbritannien 
und Nordamerika, Niederlande, Basel 2004, 1073-1230. 

Krüger, E, ‘Gewissen III. Mittelalter und Reformationszeit, TRE XIII (1984), 
219—225. 

Kühler, WJ., Het socinianisme in Nederland, [Leiden 1912], ed. A. de Groot/ 
D. Visser, Leeuwarden: De Tille 1980. 

Kuiper, R., ‘Het wonderwerk in de historie. Anti-cartesianisme in de gere- 
formeerde geschiedschrijving van de zeventiende en achttiende eeuw,’ DNR 
15 (1991) 14-31. 

Kusakawa, S., “Lutheran uses of Aristotle: a comparison between Jacob Schegk 
and Philip Melanchthon, in: C. Blackwell/S. Kusakawa (eds.), Philosophy 
in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries. Conversations with Aristotle, Aldershot/ 
Brookfield/Singapore/ Sydney: Ashgate 1999, 169-188. 

Kuyper, A. Jr., Johannes Maccovius, Leiden: D. Donner 1899. 

Kuyper, H.H., De Post-Acta of nahandelingen van de Nationale Synodevan Dordrecht in 
1618 en 1619 gehouden, naar den authentieken tekst in het Latijn en Nederlandsch uit- 
gegeven en met toelichtingen voorzien, Amsterdam / Pretoria: Höveker & Wormser 
n.d. 

Lagrée, J., ‘Louis Meyer et la Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres. Project cartésien, 
horizon spinoziste,’ Revue des sciences philosophiques et théologiques 71 (1987) 31— 
43. 

— ——, ‘La religion naturelle et révélée. Philosophie et théologie: Louis Meyer, 
Spinoza, Regner de Mansvelt, in: A.P. Coudert et al. (eds.), fudaeo- Christian 
Intellectual Culture in the Seventeenth Century. A Celebration of the Library of Narcissus 
Marsh (1638-1713), Dordrecht/ Boston/London: Kluwer Academic Publish- 
ers 1999, 185-206. 

/PE Moreau, ‘La lecture de la Bible dans le cercle de Spinoza,’ in: J.- 
R. Armogathe (ed.), Le Grand Siècle et la Bible, Paris: Beauchesne 1989, 97- 
115. 

Land, J.PN., Arnold Geulincx und seine Philosophie, Den Haag: M. Nijhoff 1895. 

Laporte, J., Le rationalisme de Descartes, 3rd ed. Paris: PUF 1988. 

Lecler, J., ‘Liberté de conscience. Origines et sens divers de l'expression,' Revue 
de Science Religieuse 54 (1966) 370-406. 

Leger, J. St, The "etiamsi daremus? of Hugo Grotius. A Study in the Origins of Inter- 
national Law, [Dissertation Pontificium Athenaeum Internationale “Angeli- 
cum"] Rome 1962. 

Leijenhorst, C., ‘Place, Space and Matter in Calvinist Physics,’ The Monist 84 
(2001) 520-541. 

Leinsle, U.G., Das Ding und die Methode. Methodische Konstitution und Gegenstand der 
frühen protestantischen Metaphysik, 2 vols., Augsburg: MaroVerlag 1985. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 371 


—, Einführung in die scholastische Theologie, Paderborn/München/Wien/Zü- 
rich: Ferdinand Schöningh 1995. 

Lieburg, E.A. van, De Nadere Reformatie in Utrecht ten tijde van Voetius. Sporen in de 
gereformeerde kerkeraadsacta, Rotterdam: Lindenberg 1989. 

, Eswilerianen in Holland, 1734-1743. Kerk en kerkvolk in strijd over de Zielseen- 

zame meditatién van Jan Willemsz. Eswijler (circa 1633-1719), Kampen: De 

Groot Goudriaan 1989. 

, De Voetiaanse kring. Over groepsvorming onder de vertegenwoordi- 

gers der Nadere Reformatie,’ DNR 14 (1990) 32-43. 

, De bijbel als orakelbock. Bibliomantie in de protestantse traditie,’ in: 

A.L. Molendijk (ed.), Materieel christendom. Religie en materiële cultuur in West- 

Europa, Hilversum: Verloren 2003, 81-105. 

, ‘Remarkable Providences. The Dutch Reception of an English Col- 

lection of Protestant Wonder Stories,’ in: A.-J. Gelderblom/J.L. de Jong/ 

M. van Vaeck (eds), The Low Countries as a Crossroads of Religious Belief (= 

Intersections. Yearbook for Early Modern Studies 3), Leiden/Boston: Brill 2004, 

197-219. 

, ‘Groe, Theodorus van der,’ BLGNP, VI, 98-101. 

Lieburg, M.J. van, “Voetius en de geneeskunde,’ in: J. van Oort et al. (eds.), De 
onbekende Voetius, 168-180. 

Lindborg, R., Descartes i Uppsala. Striderna om “nya filosofien” 1663-1689, Stock- 
holm/Göteborg/ Uppsala: Almqvist & Woksell 1965. 

Löwith, K., Gott, Mensch und Welt in der Metaphysik von Descartes zu Nietzsche, 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1967. 

, Weltgeschichte und Heilsgeschehen. Die theologischen Voraussetzungen der Geschicht- 
sphilosophie, in: idem, Sämtliche Schriften, II, Stuttgart: J.B. Metzler 1983, 7- 
239. 

Lomonaco, F, ‘Natural Right, Liberty of Conscience and “summa potestas" 
in Jean Barbeyrac,’ in: S. Pott/M. Mulsow/L. Danneberg (eds.), The Berlin 
Refuge, 1680-1780. Learning and Science in European Context, Leiden/Boston: 
Brill 2003, 137-151. 

Lüthy, Ch., ‘David Gorlaeus’ Atomism, or: the Marriage of Protestant Meta- 
physics with Italian Natural Philosophy,’ in: Ch. Lüthy/J.E. Murdoch/ 
W.R. Newman (eds.), Late Medieval and Early Modern Corpuscular Matter Theo- 
ries, Leiden/Boston/Köln: Brill 2001, 245-290. 

, An Aristotelian Watchdog as Avant-Garde Physicist: Julius Caesar Sca- 

liger,’ The Monist 84 (2001) 542-561. 

/W.R. Newman, “Matter” and “Form”: By Way of a Preface,’ Early 
Science and Medicine 2 (1997) 215-226. 

Machen, J.G.: D.G. Hart (ed), J. Gresham Machen, Selected Shorter Writings, Phil- 
lipsburgh: Presbyterian & Reformed 2004. 

Maier, G., Die Johannesoffenbarung und die Kirche, Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul 
Siebeck) 1981. 

Marion, J.-L., Sur le prisme métaphysique de Descartes. Constitution et limites de l'onto- 
théo-logie dans la pensée cartéstenne, Paris 1986. 

, Sur la théologie blanche de Descartes. Analogie, création des vérités. éternelles et 

fondement, 2nd edition, Paris: PUF 1991. 


372 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


——., “Christian Philosophy”: Hermeneutic or Heuristic?,’ in: EJ. Ambrosio 
(ed.), The Question of Christian Philosophy Today, New York: Fordham University 
Press 1999, 247-264. 

, Le visible et le révélée, Paris: Cerf 2005. 

— —-/ .Ph. Massonie/P. Monat/L. Ucciani, Index des Meditationes de prima 
Philosophia de R. Descartes, Paris: Annales Littéraires de l'Université. de 
Franche-Comté/Les Belles Lettres 1996. 

Marshall, J.L., ‘Natural Law and the Covenant: The Place of Natural Law 

in the Covenantal Framework of Samuel Rutherford’s Lex, rex,’ PhD diss., 

Westminster Theological Seminary (Philadelphia) 1995. 

Matthias, M., ‘Orthodoxie I. Lutherische Orthodoxie,’ TRE XXV (1995), 

464-485. 

McCosh, J., The Scottish Philosophy, Biographical, Expository, Critical. From Hutcheson 

to Hamilton, London: Macmillan 1875. 

McGahagan, Th.A., ‘Cartesianism in the Netherlands, 1639-1676; the New 

Science and the Calvinist Counter-Reformation, PhD diss., University of 

Pennsylvania 1976. 

McMahon, D.M., Enemies of the Enlightenment. The French Counter- Enlightenment and 

the Making of Modernity, Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press (2001) 

2002. 

Meeuse, C.J, De toekomstverwachting van de Nadere Reformatie in het licht van haar tijd. 
Een onderzoek naar de verhouding tussen het zeventiende-eeuwse chiliasme en de toekom- 
stverwachting van de Nadere Reformatie, met name by Jacobus Koelman, Kampen: De 
Groot Goudriaan 1990. 

, ‘Het rampjaar 1672 en de toekomstverwachting van de Nadere Refor- 
matie,’ DNR 16 (1992) 17-27. 

Meijering, E.P, Reformierte Scholastik und patristische Theologie. Die Bedeutung 
des Väterbeweises in der Institutio Theologiae Elencticae F Turretins, unter be- 
sonderer Berücksichtigung der Gotteslehre und Christologie, Nieuwkoop: De Graaf 
1991. 

Meschini, FA., Indice dei Principia philosophiae di Rene Descartes. Indici lemmatizzatt, 
frequenze, distribuzione dei lemmi, Firenze: L. Olschki 1996. 

Michel, A., ‘Miracle,’ in: DTAC X, second part, Paris 1929, 1798-1859. 

Miller, P, The New England Mind. The Seventeenth Century, (1939) Cambridge 
(Mass.)/ London: Harvard University Press 1982. 

—, The New England Mind. From Colony to Province [1953], Cambridge (Mass.)/ 
London: Harvard University Press 1983. 

Möller, G., ‘Föderalismus und Geschichtsbetrachtung im XVII. und XVIII. 

Jahrhundert,’ Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte 50 (1931) 393-440. 

Monfasani, J., Antonius de Waele,’ in: J. Kraye (ed.), Cambridge Translations of 

Renaissance Philosophical Texts, I, Moral Philosophy, Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press 1997, 120-129. 

Moreau, P.-E., ‘Louis Meyer et I Interpres; Revue des sciences philosophiques et théolo- 

giques 76 (1992) 73-84. 

Moreland, J.P/W.L. Craig, Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

Downers Grove IL: InterVarsity 2003. 

Moroney, S.K., The Noetic Effects of Sin. A Historical and Contemporary Exploration of 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 373 


How Sin Affects Our Thinking, Lanham/Boulder/New York/Oxford: Lexing- 
ton 2000. 

Muller, R.A., ‘Giving Direction to Theology: the Scholastic Dimension,’ Jour- 
nal of the Evangelical Theological Society, 28/2 (1985) 183-193. 

, Christ and the Decree. Christology and Predestination in Reformed Theology from 

Calvin to Perkins, Durham NC: Labyrinth Press 1986. 

, Reformation, Orthodoxy, “Christian Aristotelianism,” and the Eclecti- 

cism of Early Modern Philosophy,’ NAR/DRCH 81 (2001) 306-325. 

, After Calvin. Studies in the Development of a Theological Tradition, Oxford/New 
York: Oxford University Press 2003. 

— ——, Post- Reformation Reformed Dogmatics. The Rise and Development of Reformed 
Orthodoxy, ca. 1520 to ca. 1725, 4 vols. (I: Prolegomena to Theology; II: Holy 
Scripture. The Cognitive Foundation of Theology; III: The Divine Essence 
and Attributes; IV: The Triunity of God), Grand Rapids: Baker Academic 
2003. 

Murdock, G., Calvinism on the Frontier, 1600-1660. International Calvinism and the 
Reformed Church in Hungary and Transsylvanıa, Oxford: Clarendon Press 2000. 

Murray, LH., The Puritan Hope. Revival and the Interpretation of Prophecy, Edin- 
burgh/Carlisle: Banner of Truth [1971] 1998. 

Nauta, D., Samuel Maresius, Amsterdam: H.J. Paris 1935. 

, Cab(b)eljau(w) (Cabbeliavius), Pieter,’ BLGNP II, Kampen: J.H. Kok 
1983, 114—115. 

— ——, ‘Voetius, Gisbertus (Gijsbert Voet)’ BLGNP, II, Kampen: J.H. Kok 
1983, 443-449. 

, ‘Koelman (Koelmans), Jacobus, BLGNP III, Kampen: J.H. Kok 1988, 

212—219. 

, Moor, Bernhardinus de,’ BLGNP III, Kampen: J.H. Kok 1988, 273- 
276. 

Needham, N.R., ‘Comrie, Alexander,’ in: N.M. de S. Cameron et al. (eds.), 
Dictionary of Scottish Church History and Theology, Downers Grove: InterVarsity 
Press 1993, 201. 

Neele, A.C., The Art of Living to God. A Study of Method and Piety in the Theoretico- 
practica theologia of Petrus van Mastricht (1630-1706), PhD diss., University of 
Utrecht 2005. 

Niet, C.A. de, “Voetius en de literatuur. Een korte verkenning,’ DNR 19 (1995) 
27-36. 

—, “Nu ken ik ten dele”— Voetius over de mystiek,’ DNR 21 (1997) 55- 
65. 

Nobbs, D., Theocracy and Toleration. A Study of the Disputes in Dutch Calvinism From 
1600 lo 1650, Cambridge: University Press 1938. 

Nouhuys, T. van, The Age of the Two-Faced Janus. The Comets of 1577 and 1618 and 
the Decline of the Aristotelian World View in the Netherlands, Leiden/Boston/Köln: 
Brill 1998. 

Oberman, H.A., The Harvest of Medieval Theology. Gabriel Biel and Late Medieval 
Nominalism, (1963) repr. Durham, N.C.: Labyrinth Press 1983. 

Ogonowski, Z., “Der Sozinianismus aus der Sicht der grossen philosophischen 
Doktrinen des 17. Jahrhunderts,’ in: L. Szczucki et al. (eds.), Socinianism and 


374 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


ds Role in the Culture of XVI-th to XVIII-th. Centuries, Warsaw/Lödz: Polish 
Academy of Sciences/ PWN-Polish Scientific Publisher 1983. 

Oort, J. van, ‘Augustinus, Voetius und die Anfänge der Utrechter Universität,’ 
in: A. Zumkeller (ed.), Signum pietatis. Festgabe für Cornelius Petrus Mayer OSA 
zum 60. Geburtstag, Würzburg: Augustinus-Verlag 1989, 565-578. 

/ C. Graafland/A. de Groot/O,J. de Jong (eds.), De onbekende Voetius. Voor- 

drachten wetenschappelijk symposium, Utrecht 3 maart 1989, Kampen: J.H. Kok 

1989. 

, De jonge Voetius en Augustinus. Een verkenning,’ in: idem et al. (eds.), 

De onbekende Voetius, 181-190. 

, Augusüne's Influence on the Preaching of Gisbertus Voetius,’ in: 
B. Bruning/M. Lamberigts/J. van Houtem (eds.), Collectanea Augustiniana. 
Mélanges T. f. van Bavel, |vol. 2}, Leuven: Leuven University Press/ Uitgeverij 
Peeters 1990, 997-1009. 

Pannenberg, W., Philosophie und Theologie. Ihr Verhältnis im Lichte ihrer gemeinsamen 
Geschichte, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1996. 

——, Systematische Theologie, 3 vols., Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 
1988-1993. 

, ‘Gott und die Natur. Zur Geschichte der Auseinandersetzungen zwis- 
chen Theologie und Naturwissenschaft,’ Theologie und Philosophie 58 (1983), 
481-500. 

Pape, G., Christoph Wittichs Anti-Spinoza, Inaugural Dissertation Universität Ros- 
tock, Berlin n.d. [University Library, St Andrews]. 

Partee, Ch., ‘Calvin, Calvinism, and Rationality, in: H. Hart/J. van der 
Hoeven/N. Wolterstorff (eds.), Rationality in the Calvinian Tradition, Lanham/ 
London: University Press of America 1983, 1-15. 

Passmore, J., The Perfectibility of Man, New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons 
1970. 

Petry, M.J., Behmenism and Spinozism in the Religious Culture of the Nether- 
lands, 1660-1790,’ in: K. Gründer/W. Schmidt-Biggeman (eds.), Spinoza in 
der Frühzeit seiner religiösen Wirkung, Heidelberg: L. Schneider 1984, 111-147. 

Pfleiderer, E., Leibniz und Geulinx. Mit besonderer Beziehung auf ihr beiderseitiges 
Uhrengleichnis, Tübingen: L.F. Fues 1884. 

Philipp, W., Das Werden der Aufklärung in theologiegeschichtlicher Sicht, Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1957. 

Pichler, A., Die Theologie des Leibniz aus sämtlichen gedruckten und vielen noch unge- 
druckten Quellen, I, Hildesheim: G. Olms 1965. 

Pinard, H., ‘Creation,’ DTAC XIII-2 (1938), 2034-2201. 

Placcius, V., Theatrum anonymorum et pseudonymorum, Hamburg: G. Liebernicke- 
lius 1708. 

Platt, J., Reformed thought and Scholasticism. The Arguments for the Existence of God in 
Dutch Theology, 1575—1650, Leiden: EJ. Brill 1982. 

Popkin, R.H., “The Religious Background of Seventeenth-Century Philoso- 
phy, in idem, The Third Force in Seventeenth- Century. Thought, Leiden/New 
York/ Kobenhavn/ Kóln: Brill 1992. 

, Spinoza and Bible scholarship, in: D. Garrett (ed), The Cambridge 

Companion to Spinoza, Cambridge: CUP 1996, 383-407. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 375 


Poser, H., ‘Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm,’ 7RE XX (1990), 649-665. 

, Zum Begriff der Monade bei Leibniz und Wolff? in Akten des II. 
internationalen. Leibniz- Kongresses, Hannover, 17.-22. Juli 1972, II, Wiesbaden: 
E. Steiner 1975, 383-395. 

Postma, F./J. van Sluis, Auditorium Academiae Franekerensis. Bibliographie der Reden, 
Disputationen und Gelegenheitsdruckwerke der Unwwersitét und des Athenäums in Frane- 
ker 1585-1843, Leeuwarden: Fryske Akademy 1995. 

/ J. Veenhof, ‘Disputen omtrent de predestinatie. Het logisch denken van 
Johannes Maccovius (1588-1644) en de doorwerking daarvan,’ in: G.Th. 
Jensma ct al. (eds), Universiteit te Franeker, 1585-1811. Bijdragen tot de geschiedenis 
van de Friese hogeschool, Leeuwarden: Fryske Akademy 1985, 249-263. 

Potts, T.C., Conscience in Medieval Philosophy, (1980) Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press 2002. 

Preus, J.S., Spinoza and the Irrelevance of Biblical Authority, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press 2001. 

Prins, P, Het geweten, (PhD diss., Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam) Delft: W.D. 
Meinema 1937. 

Raath, A.W.G., “The Origins of Defensive Natural Law in Huyldrych Zwingli’s 
Covenant Theology,’ Tydskrif vir Christelike Wetenskap 38 (2002, No. 3-4), 1— 
28. 


, ‘The Dutch Second Reformation on the Frontier: Wilhelmus à Brakel 
(1635-1711) and the Relationship between the Church and Political Author- 
ities in the Transvaal Settlements in South Africa,’ Studia historiae ecclesiasticae 
28 (2002) 76-119. 

/J.E.G. Cilliers/D,J. Coetzee, *Gysbertus Voetius oor die Almag en Ge- 
regtigheid van God,’ Tydskrif vir Christelike Wetenskap (2000, No. 3-4), 115—- 


145. 

Rabbie, E., ‘Editing Neo-Latin Texts,’ Editio 10 (1996) 25-48. 

Raunio, A., ‘Divine and Natural Law in Luther and Melanchthon,’ in: 
V. Mäkinen (ed.), Lutheran Reformation and the Law, Leiden/Boston 2006. 

Rehnmann, S., ‘Alleged Rationalism. Francis Turretin on Reason,’ CTF 37 
(2002) 255-269. 

Reiner, H., ‘Gewissen,’ HWPh II, Darmstadt 1974, 574-592. 

Reuter, K., Wilhelm Amestus, der führende Theologe des erwachenden reformierten Pietis- 
mus, Neukirchen: Erziehungsverein Neukirchen Kreis Moers 1940. 

Ricken, E, ‘Naturrecht I. Altkirchliche, mittelalterliche und rómisch-katholi- 
sche Interpretationen,’ TRE XXIV (1994), 132-153. 

Ritschl, O., Dogmengeschichte des Protestantismus, III-IV, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht 1926-1927. 

Ritter, J., ‘Fortschritt,’ HWP IL, 1032-1059. 

Rohls, J., Theologie reformierter Bekenntnisschrifien. Von Zürich bis Barmen, Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1987. 

, Protestantische Theologie der Neuzeit, 1, Die Voraussetzungen und das 19. 

Jahrhundert, Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 1997. 

, Geschichte der Ethik, ond ed. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 1999. 

— ——, Philosophie und Theologie in Geschichte und Gegenwart, Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck 2002. 


376 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Rozemond, M., Descartes’s Dualism, Cambridge/London: Harvard University 
Press 1998. 

Ruler, J.A. (Han) van, ‘New Philosophy to Old Standards. Voetius’ Vindication 
of Divine Concurrence and Secondary Causality, NAK/ DRCH 71 (1991) 58- 


gl. 


, The Crisis of Causality. Voetius and Descartes on God, Nature and Change, 

Leiden/New York/Köln: Brill 1995. 

, Waren er muilezels op de zesde dag? Descartes, Voetius en de zeven- 

tiende-eeuwse methodenstrijd,’ in: E Egmond/E. Jorink/R. Vermij (eds.), 

Kometen, monsters en muilezels. Het veranderende natuurbeeld en de natuurwetenschap in 

de zeventiende eeuw, Haarlem: Arcadia 1999, 121—132 and 180-183. 

‚ “Something, I Know Not What." The Concept of Substance in Early 

Modern Thought,’ in: L. Nauta/A. Vanderjagt (eds), Between Demonstra- 

tion and Imagination. Essays in the History of Science and Philosophy Presented to 

John D. North, Leiden/Boston/Köln: Brill 1999, 365-391. 

, Minds, Forms, and Spirits: The Nature of Cartesian Disenchantment,’ 

Journal of the History of Ideas 61 (2000) 381—395. 

, Substantie en individu,’ in: Coppens (ed.), Spinoza en de scholastiek, 103— 

114. 

, Introduction,' in: M. Wilson (trans.) and H. van Ruler/A. Uhlmann/ 
M. Wilson (eds.), Arnold Geulincx, The Ethics, Leiden: Brill (forthcoming). 

Rullmann, J.C., Kuyper-biblografie, U, (1879-1890), Kampen: J.H. Kok 1929. 

Rutherford, D., Leibniz and the Rational Order of Nature, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press 1998 [1st edition 1995]. 

Sassen, E, Geschiedenis van de wijsbegeerte in Nederland, tot het einde der negentiende 
eeuw, Amsterdam/ Brussel: Elsevier 1959. 

Scattola, M., Das Naturrecht vor dem Naturrecht. Zur Geschichte des “tus naturae” im 
16. Jahrhundert, Tübingen: Max Niemeyer 1999. 

Scheers, G.Ph., Philippus Jacobus Hoedemaker, [1939] repr. Leiden: JJ. Groen en 
Zoon 1989. 

Schenderling, J., ‘De gereformeerde orthodoxie en de morele status van het 
embryo,’ NIT 57 (2003) 32-48. 

Schmidt, M., ‘Biblizismus und natürliche Theologie in der Gewissenslehre des 
englischen Puritanismus, Archiv für Reformationsgeschichte 42 (1951) 198—219. 
Schmidt-Biggemann, W., Althusius’ politische Theologie,’ in: K.-W. Dahm/ 
W. Krawietz/D. Wyduckel (eds.), Politische Theorie des Johannes Althusius, Berlin 

1988, 213-231. 

Schneckenburger, M., Vorlesungen über die Lehrbegriffe der kleineren protestantischen 
Fürchenparteien. Aus dessen handschriftlichem Nachlass herausgegeben, ed. K.B. Hun- 
deshagen, Frankfurt/M: H.L. Brönner 1863. 

Schneemelcher, W., Matthias Nethenus. Leben und Werk, Diss. Ruhr-Universität 
Bochum 1972. 

Schneewind, J.B., The Invention of Autonomy. A History of Modern Moral Philosophy, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1998. 

Schneiders, W., Christian Wolff, 1679-1754. Interpretationen zu seiner Philosophie und 
deren Wirkung. Mit einer Bibliographie der Wolff-Literatur, and ed., Hamburg: Felix 
Meiner 1986. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 377 


Scholder, K., Ursprünge und Probleme der Bibelkritik im 17. Jahrhundert. Ein Beitrag 
zur Entstehung der historischen-kritischen Theologie, München: Chr. Kaiser 
1966. 

Schwan, A., ‘Hobbes, Thomas,’ TRE XV (1986), 404-412. 

Severijn, J., Spinoza en de gereformeerde theologie zijner dagen, PhD diss., University 
of Utrecht, Utrecht 1919. 

Shea, W.R., Review of: K,J. Howell, God's Two Books (see above), in Books & 
Culture 9 (2003), No. 2, 30. 

Simonutti, L. and S. Guastalla, ‘Bibliographie,’ in: P. Cristofolini (ed.), Lhérésie 
spinoziste. La discussion sur le Tractatus theologico-politicus, 7670-1677, et la 
réception immédiate du spinozisme, Amsterdam/Maarssen: APA-Holland Uni- 
versity Press 1995, 253-260. 

Sluis, J. van, Herman Alexander Röell, Leeuwarden: Fryske Akademy 1988. 

, Het omzwaaien van Johannes van der Waeyen,’ in: Broeyer/Van der 
Wall (eds.), Richtingenstryd, 95-103. 

Specht, R., Commercium mentis et corporis. Über Kausalvorstellungen im Cartesianismus, 
Stuttgart/Bad Canstatt: F Frommann (G. Holzboog) 1966. 

, ‘Uber “occasio” und verwandte Begriffe im Cartesianismus I [and IH], 

Archiv für Begriffsgeschichte 16 (1972) 198-226 and r7 (1973) 36-65. 

, Influxus physicus, Influxionismus,’ HWPh IV, 354—355. 

—, ‘Leib-Seele-Verhaltnis IL, HWPh V, 187-201. 

— ——, ‘Occasionalismus,’ HWPh VI, 1090-1091. 

Spijker, W. van "t, “Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676), in: T. Brienen/K. Exalto/ 
J. van Genderen/C. Graafland/W van't Spijker, De Nadere Reformatie. Beschri- 
Jving van haar voornaamste vertegenwoordigers, ’s-Gravenhage: Boekencentrum 
1986, 49-84. 

, Guilelmus Amesius (1576—1633), in: T. Brienen/K. Exalto/J. van Gen- 

deren/C. Graafland/W van't Spijker, De Nadere Reformatie en het Gereformeerd 

Piëtisme, ’s-Gravenhage: Boekencentrum 1989, 53-86. 

, Vroomheid en wetenschap bij Voetius, Apeldoorn: Theologische Universiteit 
1998. 

Sprunger, K.L., Dutch Puritanism. A History of English and Scottish Churches of the 
Netherlands in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries, Leiden: Brill 1982. 

, ‘William Ames and the Franeker Link to English and American Puri- 
tanism,’ in: G.Th. Jensma/ER.H. Smit/F Westra (eds.), Universiteit te Frane- 
ker, 1585-1811, Leeuwarden: Fryske Akademy 1985, 264-274. 

Stauffer, R., Dieu, la création et la Providence dans la predication de Calvin, Bern/ 
Frankfurt am Main/Las Vegas: P. Lang 1978. 

Steenbakkers, P., ‘Johannes Braun (1628-1708), Cartesiaan in Groningen,’ NAK 
77 (1997) 196-210. 

——, ‘Een vijandige overname: Spinoza over natura naturans en natura naturata,’ 
in: G. Coppens, Spinoza en de scholastiek, 35—52. 

Steenblok, C., Voetius en de sabbat, (PhD diss., Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam) 
Hoorn: Edecea 1941. 

Stone, M.W.E, “The adoption and rejection of Aristotelian moral philosophy 
in Reformed “casuistry”, in: J. Kraye/M.W.E. Stone, Humanism and Early 
Modern Philosophy, London/New York: Routledge 2000, 59-90. 


378 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Strauss, D.E, Die christliche Glaubenslehre in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung und 
im Kampfe mit der modernen Wissenschaft dargestellt, II, Tübingen/Stuttgart 
1841. 

Strauss, L., ‘How to Study Spinoza’s Theologico-Political Treatise, in: idem, Perse- 
cution and the Art of Writing, (1952) Westport: Greenwood Press 1977. 

Swagerman, P., Ratio en revelatio. Een theologische critisch onderzoek naar het Godsbewijs 
en de Godsleer uit de menselijke ratio en de verhouding van de natuurlijke theologie tot de 
geopenbaarde theologie by enige Nederlandse hoogleraren in de theologie of in de filosofie 
van 1650 tot 1750, PhD diss., University of Groningen, 1967. 

Teeuwisse, J., Utrechtse universiteitsportretten, Zutphen/Utrecht: Walburg Pers/ 
Universiteitsmuseum 1991. 

Tellingen, A.E. van, ‘Het leven van Petrus van Mastricht (1630-1706), DNR 28 
(2004) 147-175. 

Theis, R./C. Weber (eds.), De Christian Wolff à Louis Lavelle. Métaphysique et histoire 
de la philosophie. Receuil en hommage à Jean Ecole à l'occasion de son 75e anniversaire, 
Hildesheim/Zürich/New York 1995. 

Thijssen-Schoute, C.L., Nederlands cartesianisme, (1954) ed. Th. Verbeek, Utrecht: 
HES 1989. 

Thomas, D.J./J.M. Smith, ‘Joseph Raphson, ERS.’ Notes and Records of the 
Royal Society of London 44 (1990) 151-167 [JSTOR]. 

Toon, P., Puritans, the Millennium and the Future of Israel: Puritan Eschatology 1600 to 
1660. A Collection of Essays, Cambridge/ London: J. Clarke 1970. 

Trueman, C.R/R.S. Clark (eds), Protestant Scholasticism. Essays in Reassessment, 
Carlisle: Paternoster 1999. 

‘Tukker, C.A., Vier Leidse hoogleraren in de Gouden Eeuw. De Synopsis purioris 
theologiae als theologisch document I, Theologia Reformata 17 (1974) 236- 
250. 

, “Theologie en scholastiek. De Syopsis purioris theologiae als theologisch 
document II,’ Theologia Reformata 18 (1975) 34-49. 

Van Dixhoorn, Ch.B., Review of Muller, After Calvin, in WTF 66 (2004) 227- 
230. 

Van Kappen, O., “Voetius on the “heidens”, Journal of the Gypsy Lore Society 44 
(1965), 126-132. 

Van Til, LJ., Liberty of Conscience. The History of a Puritan Idea, [1972] Phillips- 
burg, NJ: P&R Publishing 1992. 

Van Vliet, J., ‘Wiliam Ames: Marrow of the Theology and Piety of the 
Reformed ‘Tradition,’ PhD diss., Westminster Theological Seminary, Phila- 
delphia 2002. 

, ‘Leven voor God in geloof en plichten: De invloed van William Ames 
op de ontwikkeling van de traditie van de Nadere Reformatie,’ DNR 29 
(2005) 124—154. 

Veen, TJ., Recht en nut. Studiën over en naar aanleiding van Ulrik Huber (1636— 
1694), (PhD diss., University of Groningen), Zwolle: WEJ. Tjeenk Willink 
[1976]. 

, ‘Ulrik Huber (1636-1694) in: idem/P.C. Klop/C.H.N. Kwanten (eds.), 

Zestig juristen. Bijdragen tot een beeld van de geschiedenis der Nederlandse rechtsweten- 

schap, Zwolle: W.E,J. Tjeenk Willink 1987, 120-129. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 379 


Verbeek, Th., ‘Voetius en Descartes,’ in: J. van Oort et al. (eds.), De onbekende 
Voetius, 200—219. 

, Les passions et la fiévre. L'idée de la maladie chez Descartes et quel- 

ques cartésiens néerlandais, Tractrix. Yearbook for the History of Science, Medicine, 

Technologie & Mathematics 1 (1989) 45-61. 

, Descartes and the Problem of Atheism: The Utrecht Crisis,’ NAR/ 
DRCH 71 (1991) 211-223. 

— ——, Descartes and the Dutch. Early Reactions to Cartesian Philosophy, 1637-1650, 
Carbondale/ Edwardsville: Southern Illinois University Press 1992. 

, “Ens per accidens": Le origini della guerelle di Utrecht,’ Giornale critico 

della filosofia Italiana, (sixth series, vol. 12) 71 (1992) 276-288. 

, From “Learned Ignorance” to Scepticism. Descartes and Calvinist 

Orthodoxy,’ in: R.H. Popkin/A,J. Vanderjagt (eds), Scepticism and Irreligion 

in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, Leiden/New York/Köln: EJ. Brill 

1993, 31745. 

, De vrijheid van de filosofie: reflecties op een Cartesiaans thema, Utrecht: Depart- 

ment of Philosophy, Utrecht University 1994. 

, De wereld van Descartes. Essays over Descartes en zijn tijdgenoten, Amsterdam: 
Amsterdam University Press 1996. 

— —-, Jacobus Koelman en de filosofie zijner dagen,’ DNR 20 (1996) 62- 


7. 


, Review of A. W.A.M. Budé et al., Jacobus Revius, Licht op Deventer … Boek 

5 (1578-1619) (1995) in: De zeventiende eeuw 12 (1996) 292. 

, Review of J.A. van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality (1995) in: Archiv für die 

Geschichte der Philosophie 80 (1998) 120-122. 

, Spinoza and Cartesianism,’ in: A.P. Coudert et al. (eds.), Judaeo-Chris- 

tian Intellectual Culture in the Seventeenth Century, Dordrecht/ Boston/London: 

Kluwer Academic Publishers 1999, 173-184. 

, De wil van God.’ Over een centraal thema in Spinoza's filosofie, Delft: Eburon 

2000 (Mededelingen vanwege het Spinozahuis 77). 

‚ ‘Limpossibilité de la théologie: Meyer et Spinoza,’ in: Materia actuosa. 

Antiquité, Age classique, Lumières. Mélanges en Vhonneur d'Olivier Bloch, Paris: Hon- 

oré Champion 2000, 273-298. 

, Spinoza’s T heologico-political Treatise. Exploring ‘the Will of God,’ Aldershot/ 
Burlington: Ashgate 2003. 

Vermy, R.H., Secularisering en natuurwetenschap in de zeventiende en achttiende eeuw: 
Bernard Nieuwentyt, (PhD diss., University of Utrecht) Amsterdam: Rodopi 
1991. 

‘Het copernicanisme in de Republiek: een verkenning,’ Tijdschrifl voor 

geschiedenis 106 (1993) 349-367. 

, Science and Belief in Dutch History,’ in: K. van Berkel et al. (eds.), 

History of Science, 332-346. 

, The Calvinist Copernicans. The Reception of the New Astronomy in the Dutch 
Republic, 1575-1750, Amsterdam: Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van 
Wetenschappen 2002. 

Visscher, H., Van onze knapen. Eenige beschouwingen over het knapenvraagstuk in verband 
met het kerkelijke leven, ed. M. Noteboom, Huizen: J. Bout n.d. 


380 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Visser, J.Th. de, Kerk en staat, Il, Nederland (vóór en tijdens de Republiek), 
Leiden: A.W. Sijthoff n.d. 

Vos, A., “Voetius als reformatorisch wijsgeer,’ in Van Oort et al., De onbekende 
Voetius, 220-241. 

Vrijer, M.J.A. de, Schortinghuis en zijn analogieën, Amsterdam: H.J. Spruyt’s uitge- 
vers-maatschappij 1942. 

, Ds Bernardus Smytegelt en zijn “Gekrookte riet”, Vianen: De Banier 1968. 

Wagner, E, ‘Naturrecht IL’ TRE XXIV (1994), 153-185. 

Wall, E.G.E. van der, ‘Orthodoxy and Scepticism in the Early Dutch Enlight- 
enment,' in: R.H. Popkin/A. Vanderjagt (eds), Scepticism and Irreligion in the 
Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, Leiden/New York/Köln: EJ. Brill 1993, 
I2I-IA4I. 

, ‘Profetie en providentie: de coccejanen en de vroege verlichting,’ in: 

P. Bange et al. (eds), Kerk en verlichting: voordrachten gehouden tijdens het Windes- 

heim Symposium te Windesheim op 18 november 1989, Zwolle: Stichting Windes- 

heim 600+, 29-37. 

, De coccejaanse theoloog Petrus Allinga en het cartesianisme,’ in: Broe- 

yer/ Van der Wall (eds.), Richtingenstryd, 131-145. 

, Between Grotius and Cocceius: The “Theologia prophetica" of Cam- 

pegius Vitringa (1659-1722), in: H.J.M. Nellen/E. Rabbie (eds.), Hugo Gro- 

tius Theologian. Essays in Honour of G.H.M. Posthumus Meyjes, Leiden/New 

York/ Köln: Brill 1994, 195-215. 

, The Tractatus Theologico-Politicus and Dutch Calvinism, 1670-1700,’ 

in: H. De Dijn/F. Mignini/P. van Rooden (eds), Spinoza's Philosophy of 

Religion, Studia Spinozana 11 (1995), Würzburg: Kónigshausen & Neumann, 

201-226. 

, ‘Mystical Millenarianism in the Early Modern Dutch Republic,’ in: J.C. 
Laursen/R.H. Popkin (eds.), Continental Millenarians: Protestants, Catholics, Her- 
etcs, Dordrecht/ Boston/London: Kluwer Academic Publishers 2001, 37- 
47: 

——., ‘De Verlichting in Nederland kritisch bekeken: Het Examen van Het 
ontwerp van tolerantie (1753-1759), DNR 27 (2003) 1-17. 

Walsham, A., Providence in Early Modern England, Oxford/New York: Oxford 
University Press 1999. 

, Miracles in Post-Reformation England, in: K. Cooper/J. Gregory 
(eds.), Signs, Wonders, Miracles: Representations of Divine Power in the Life of the 
Church, Woodbridge 2005, 273-306. 

Walther, M., ‘Biblische Hermeneutik und historische Erklärung. Lodewijk Me- 
yer und Benedikt de Spinoza über Norm, Methode und Ergebnis wis- 
senschaftlicher Bibelauslegung,’ in: H. de Dijn/F. Mignini/P. van Rooden 
(eds.), Studia spinozana 11 (1995) 227-300. 

Warfield, B.B., ‘Edwards and the New England Theology,’ in: Studies in Theol- 
ogy, [New York 1932] Grand Rapids: Baker 1991, 515-538. 

, Calvin and Calvinism, [New York 1931] Grand Rapids: Baker 1991. 

— ——, J.E. Meeter (ed.), Benjamin B. Warfield, Selected Shorter Writings, IL, Phillips- 
burgh: Presbyterian & Reformed (1973) 2001. 

Wendel, E, Calvin. Sources et évolution de sa pensée religieuse, Paris: PUF 1950. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 381 


— ——, trans. Ph. Mairet, Calvin. Origins and Development of His Religious Thought, 
Grand Rapids: Baker 1997. 

Wenneker, E., ‘Voetius, Gisbert,’ in: EW. Bautz/T. Bautz (eds.), Biographisch- 
bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, XII, Herzberg: Traugott Bautz 1997, 1551-1554 
(via http:/ /www.bautz.de/bbkl/v/voetius. g.shtml 

Westberg, D., “The Reformed Tradition and Natural Law,’ in: M. Cromartie 
(ed.), A Preserving Grace, 103—117. 

Westfall, R.S., Science and Religion in Seventeenth-Century England, New Haven: Yale 
University Press 1958. 

Wielema, M.R., ‘Nicolaus Engelhard (1696-1765). De Leibniz-Wolffiaanse me- 
tafysica in Groningen,’ in: H.A. Krop/J.A. van Ruler/A,J. Vanderjagt (eds.), 
Zeer kundige professoren. Beoefening van de filosofie in Groningen van 1614 tot 1996, 
Hilversum: Verloren 1997, 149-161. 

— ——, Ketters en verlichters. De invloed van het Spinozisme en Wolffianisme op de Verlicht- 
ing in gereformeerd Nederland, PhD diss., Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam 1999. 

, The March of the Libertines. Spinozists and the Dutch Reformed Church (1660— 
1750), Hilversum: Verloren 2004. 

Williams, A., The Common Expositor. An Account of the Commentaries on Genesis, 1527— 
1633, Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press 1948. 

Williams, G.H., The Radical Reformation, London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson 1962. 

Witteveen, K.M., Daniel Gerdes, (PhD diss., University of Groningen), Gronin- 
gen: J.B. Wolters 1963. 

Wolf, Erik, Das Problem der Naturrechtslehre. Versuch einer Orientierung, 3rd ed. Karls- 
ruhe: G.E. Müller 1964. 

Wolf, Ernst, “Toleranz nach evangelischem Verständnis,’ in idem, Peregrinatio, 
IL, Studien zur reformatorischen Theologie, zum Kirchenrecht und zur 
Sozialethik, München: Chr. Kaiser 1965, 284—299. 

Wolfson, H.A., The Philosophy of Spinoza. Unfolding the Latent Process of His Reason- 
ing, (1934) Cambridge/London: Harvard University Press 1983. 

Wolter, A.B., The Philosophical Theology of john Duns Scotus, ed. M. McCord 
Adams, Ithaca/London: Cornell University Press 1990. 

Wright, D.E, *Calvin's "Accommodation"? Revisited, in: P. De Klerk (ed.), 
Calvin as Exegete. Papers and Responses Presented at the Ninth Coloquium on Calvin 
and Calvin Studies, Grand Rapids: Galvin Studies Society 1995, 171-190. 

, ‘Calvin’s Accommodating God,’ in: W.H. Neuser/B.G. Armstrong 

(eds), Calvinus Sincerioris Religionis Vindex. Calvin as Protector of the Purer Religion, 

Kirksville: Sixteenth Century Journal Publishers 1997, 3-19. 

, Was John Calvin a “Rhetorical Theologian”?,’ in: J.H. Leith/R.A. 
Johnson (eds.), Calvin Studies LX. Papers Presented at the Ninth Colloquium on Calvin 
Studies, n.p., n.d. [1998], 46-69. 

Wrzecionko, P, (ed.), Reformation und Frühaufklärung in Polen. Studien über den 
Sozimianısmus und seinen Einfluß auf das westeuropäische Denken im 17. Jahrhundert, 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1977. 

Wundt, M., Die deutsche Schulphilosophie im Zeitalter der Aufklärung, (Tübingen: 
Mohr 1945) 2nd repr. Hildesheim/Zürich/New York: Olms 1992. 

Zovanyi, E., ‘Brieven van Nederlandsche geleerden aan Hongaarsche geleer- 
den,’ NAK 1 (1902) 423-436. 


382 BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Zuylen, W.H. van, Bartholomäus Keckermann. Sein Leben und Wirken, Borna-Leip- 
zig: R. Noske 1934. 

Zwaag, K. van der, Onverkort of gekortwiekt? Artikel 36 van de Nederlandse Geloofsbe- 
Iydenis en de spanning tussen overheid en religie. Een systematische-historische interpre- 
tatie van een ‘omstreden’ geloofsartikel, (PhD diss., Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam), 
Heerenveen: Groen 1999. 


GENERAL INDEX 


accommodation, 27, 85, 86, 133, 134, 
134N207, I34n21I2, 135-141, 328 
actuation (actuatio), 160, 160n69, 162, 
164, 164n85, 165, 165n88, 165n89, 
165ngo, 167, 172, 172n115, 173, 
194, 195, 327 

Adam, 41, 61n134, 220, 222, 263n135 

affections, 41, 61, 122n154, 255, 
262—264 

Alberti, V., 18n78 

Allinga, B, 18, 18n79, 19, 59, 107n99, 
122, 123n158, 140n241, 181nI5I, 
242042, 244, 244N53, 244054, 
245055, 248n67, 268n156, 
268n157, 327 

Alsted, J.H., 240n34, 241n39 

Altenstaig, J., 152n36 

Althusius, J., 289n11, 316, 316n120 

Alting, H., 201, 201n241 

Ames, W., 19, 19n84, 146, 146n14, 
146n15, 157055, 175, 1750129, 
198, 199n231, 199n234, 271, 
271n177, 272, 272n178, 272n184, 
272n185, 273, 275, 276, 276n197, 
276n200, 276n201, 276n202, 277, 
288 

Amyraut, M., 63n150 

Anaxagoras, 115 

Andala, R., 22, 22n96, 58n116, 66, 
67n166, 69, 69n173, 70, 7on182, 
97, 98n56, 107n99, 140n238, 
163, 163n82, 176, 176n130, 194, 
194n213, 196, 196n220, 250n79, 
252n84, 253 

antichrist, 219, 228 

aristocracy, 306n83, 307n84 

Aristotle / Aristotelianism, 1, 9, 29, 
32, 32n14, 33n16, 34, 34n22, 35, 
36, 38, 38n38, 39, 45, 45062, 54, 
77, 98, 109, 113-115, 115n127, 
I2I, 123, 124, I24n165, 125, 128, 
153, 155, 178, 237, 241, 241n39, 


253089, 267, 270, 271, 287, 299, 
308ng2, 325-327, 330 

Arminius, J. / Arminianism, 143, 159, 
167, 174, 189n190 

Arnoldus, N., 50n81 

atheism, 9, 72, 77, 97, 170, 201; 
201n245, 202, 275n195, 313, 
323n149 

Augustine, 35n23, I05n9I, 127, 
148n22, 190n190, 299, 329 

Averroes / Averroism, 236 

Avicenna, 115, 201n244 

Azor, J., 294, 294033, 295, 295034, 
316n118 


Baillie, R., 32, 32n15 

Balduin, E, 271 

Barbeyrac, J., 300, 300n56 

Basso, S., 119, 119n144 

Bassolis, J. de, 150n26 

Batelier, JJ., 126, 126n174, 127n174, 
128, 136, 136n220, 136n221, 137 

Bavinck, H., 4n18, 40n48, 63n150, 
105ng1, 106n96, 135, 135n215, 
143n1, 148n18, 175n127, 175n128, 
190n190, 191n201, 198n228, 
221n331, 235n9, 284n233, 311n100 

Bayle, P., 309n93 

Becanus, M., 42, 42n52, 47, 47n71, 
47072, 48, 49n76, 319, 319n133 

Bekker, B., 20, 20n86, 64 

Bellarminus, R., 204n261, 313, 
319n109 

Berckringer, D., 308n92 

Bernard of Clairvaux, 179 

Beza, Th., 32n13 

Bilfinger, G.B., 187, 187n183 

body, 2; 28, 35> 61, 70, 725 80, 92, 
93, 99n63, 111, 121, 122n154, 123, 
124n164, 156, 160-162, 165, 167, 
168, 186, 227, 233-240, 241n36, 
242, 242N42, 243, 244, 244054, 


384. GENERAL INDEX 


245-247, 249-253, 253n99, 254 
256, 256n100, 257, 261, 262, 265, 
278, 286n243, 326-328 

Bois, J. du, 129, 129n190, 130n192 

Bonifatius III, 219 

Bonifatius VIIL, 229, 230 

Bonnet, G., 66n160 

Brahe, T. / Tychonian, 128, 131, 
132n200, 140 

Braun, J., 279, 279n212, 280, 
280n212, 280n214, 282n227 

Brink, H., 26n112, 40n46, 54, 54n98, 
143n3, 148n18, 188n186, 305n81, 
320, 3200135 

Buddeus, J.F, 3n8, 14n61, 18n77, 25, 
25n108 

Burman, E, 140n241, 207, 207n272, 
242n42, 268n159 

Busscher, M., 21, 21n94 

Buzinkai, 13n60 


Cabbala, 71, 101 

Cabbeljauw, P., 11, 12 

Cajetanus, Th. de vio, 238 

Calvin, J., 1, ını, 3n9, 4, 40, 46n66, 
125, 125n168, 134, 134n207, 
134n212, 135, 1380230, 14304, 
151n32, IQI, 191n198, 199n235, 
266, 266n146, 289n11, 330n3 

Cartesianism, 10, 12, 18, 18n77, 23, 
33020, 54, 57, 570116, 58, 77n209, 
93, 95, 106, 108, 110, 114, 122, 
137, 138, 146, 180, 206, 213n299, 
234n4, 253n89, 279, 282, 326, 327 

Cartesius Kristianus, 22n97, 23n102, 
305n78 

causal argument, 76, 77, 80, 88, go 

chiliasm, 227, 230, 231 

Christology, 2, 3, 151032, 235, 267 

Chrysippus, 159 

Cicero, 159 

circle, 47, 47n72, 48, 49, 67 

Cocceius, J., 12, 18n77, 2070274, 218, 
225, 226, 281 

Cocquius, G., 10n45, 64 

Comrie, A., 16, 16n71, 21, 21n93, 
144n6 


concurrence (concursus), 97n8, 108, 
113, 117, 123, 145N11, 153, 157; 
157156, 159, 159n62, 159n63, 160, 
163, 163n80, 167, 167n98, 167n99, 
168, 168n102, 173, 181, 182, 192, 
194-196, 207n272 

conscience (conscientia), 9, 28, 61, 66, 
68, 73, 73n197, 74, 74n200, 76, 
77, 770211, 78-81, 93; 110, 162, 
163, 197, 233, 243, 249n76, 252, 
258n117, 259, 264, 265, 270, 271, 
271n175, 271n176, 272, 272n179, 
272n183, 272n185, 273, 279n185, 
2730187, 273n188, 274, 274n194, 
275, 275n195, 276, 276n198, 
276n202, 277, 2770203, 277n205, 
278, 278n208, 278n209, 279, 
279n211, 280, 280n212, 280n214, 
280n215, 281, 281n217, 281n220, 
281n221, 282, 282n227, 283, 
283n231, 284-286, 286n243, 
299, 301n60, 304, 305, 307087, 
309n93, 310, 310n99, 311, 312, 
314, 314n114, 316, 320-324, 326, 
330 

conservation (conservatio), 78, 87n8, 
106, 108, 109, III, 144, 155, 156, 
159, 160, 165n9o, 167, 167n99, 
202, 301 314 

Constantine, 223, 227, 229, 230 

Coorne, P, 53 

Copernicanism, 27, 85, 86, 104, 105, 
1190145, I22n154, 125, 125n168, 
125n169, 126, 126n171, 128, 130, 
I30n19I, 131, 131N197, 132, 133, 
136, 137, 328 

corpuscularianism, 105, 113, 123, 
124, 124n164, 124n165, 125, 328 

cosmological argument, 80, 81, 82, 
90, 326 

covenant, 215, 221-223 

creation, 3, 9n43, 14, 27, 28, 70, 

71, 77, 81n226, 85, 86, 86n5, 

87, 87n8, 87n11, 88, 88n12, 89, 
90, gon26, 91-96, 96n51, 97, 

98, 100—103, 103n90, 104, 105, 
105n89, 106, 106n94, 107, 107n99, 


GENERAL INDEX 385 


108, 108n103, 109, 110, IIONIIO, 
112, II2DII7, 113-115, I15nI27, 
120, 121, I2IDI51, 122, I22n154, 
123, 1230157, 124, 127, 128, 131, 
135, 143, 144, 148, 155, 159, 160, 
168, 200n237, 201, 208, 233, 
240n34, 259, 259n120, 265-268, 
270, 277, 293, 297, 297n40, 298, 
326-328 

Csipkes, K., 13n60 

custos utriusque tabulae, 309, 310n96 


Danaeus, L., 35n23, 36n28, 104, 
122n155, 219n323, 240n34, 289n11 

Decalogue (Ten Commandments), 
287-289, 291, 292, 292n24, 293— 
296, 305, 308, 310-312 

democracy, 306n83, 307n84 

Descartes, R., 9, 10n44, 12, 12n52, 
12n53, 23n100, 33, 52, 54, 57n116, 
59> 59n122, 590123, 70, 71, 73, 
74n201, 81, 81n227, 82, 83, 
83n239, 88n15, 89, go, gon25, 
90n27, 91793, 93235, 94, 94039, 
94N41, 95, 96, 106, 106n94, 107, 
107n98, 107n99, 108, 108n104, 
109, IIO, IIODIIO, III, IIIDIIA, 
112, II2DII7, 113, 123, 131, 144, 
159, 159n61, 160, 160n69, 168, 
168n102, 178, 179, 179n146, 
179n147, 181, 181n156, 182, 186, 
186n176, 186n178, 186n179, 208, 
208n281, 234, 234n3, 234n4, 236, 
236n13, 237n18, 242, 244n52, 
246n59, 254, 254095, 256, 
256n100, 264, 267, 268, 268n160, 
269, 269n162, 269n165, 292n24, 
297, 297n40, 298n47, 326, 327 

determination / determinism, 151, 
153-156, 165, 166, 173, 177-182, 
185-187, 216, 259, 318 

Deurhoff, W., r12ni117, 161, 161n72 

Dionysius Areopagita, 76n209, 
136n218 

Diosi, A., 279n211 

direction (directio), 87, 92, 144, 149, 
165, 165n89, 166, 166ng2, 167, 


180, 189, 190, 194, 195, 216, 281, 
327 

Divine free law, 294 

Divine natural law, 295-297, 328 

docta ignorantia (learned 1gnorance), 
39, 120, 120n146, 192 

Duker, G.W., 64, 67 

Duns Scotus, John, 272, 272n185, 
274, 274n190, 289, 289n10, 291n17 

Durandus (a Sancto Porciano), 159, 
272n185, 273n185 


Ebrard, J. H.A., 8n33 

eclecticism, 36, 45, 45n62, 52, 54, 
54n95, 55, 72, 325, 326 

Edwards, J., 15, 15n68 

emanation, IOI, 102 

embryo, 241 

Engelhard, N., 24, 24n103, 70n179, 
71n195, 71n186, 72, 72n193, 102, 
102173, 133, 183n161, 187n180, 
209, 209n285, 230, 230n381 

Epictetus, 236n15 

Epicure / Epicureans, 115, 155 

Episcopius, S., 317n124 

Erskine, R., 19, 19n80 

Essenius, A., 13, 50, 50n81, 53, 
53092, 53094, 197n226, 198n228, 
241n40 

ethics, 22, 22n97, 23, 34, 68-70, 96, 
161, 233 267, 270, 271, 2770205, 
279, 282, 287, 297n40, 299, 304, 
304n78, 305, 317 

Eve, 41, 61n134, 123, 220 

ex nihilo, 71, 7ını85, 82n235, 86, 
86n5, 87n10, 88, 89, 89n19, 
89n24, 90-92, 92n31, 93, 94, 
94n39, 94n40, 95 97, 97053; 99; 
100, I00n68, 101, 101N72, 102, 
102175, 103, 103n90, 104, 109, 
109n106, 110, 121, 122, 122n157, 
240n67 


faith, 9, 14, 32, 35-39, 39044, 40, 
40n47, 42, 45, 49; 49177, 52, 56, 
57, 60, 63, 88, 89, 116, 120, 121, 
134, 137—139, 147, 155, 203-205, 


366 GENERAL INDEX 


21I, 217, 220, 227—220, 231, 275, 
283, 284, 310, 319 

Fall, 40, 180, 184, 185, 195, 259, 260, 
262, 265, 293 

fatalism, 95, 111n115, 166, 256 

fate (fatum), 153, 153n41, 153n42, 155, 
159, 186n175 


Fathers, 34, 35n23, 219n324, 322n144 
Ferrara (E Sylvestris of), 151n34, 


238n25 

Ferrius, 36n28 

First Cause, 81, 90, 98, 143-145, 
147, 148, 150, 152-157, 159-164, 
168 

Flavel, J., 2121297 

foetus, 239, 240n34, 240n36, 241, 
247 

form, 9, 27, 32n14, 41n50, 42051, 
43n57, 96, 104, 107n100, 108, 109, 
109n106, 112, 113-125, 128, 130, 
145, 149, 154, 192, 192n205, 194, 
234, 237-244, 247164, 252, 257, 
326, 327, 330 

freedom of conscience, 233, 282— 
286, 308, 310, 311, 320, 322— 
324 

freedom of exercise, 283-285, 310, 
311, 315, 316, 323, 324 

Fromundus, L., 128 


Gabriel Biel, 289n10, 291n17, 
294n33 

Geulincx, A., 22, 22n97, 23, 68n173, 
69-71, 161, 299, 299n54, 305n78 

Goclenius, R, 238n25 

Gomarus, F., 86n5, 191 

Gorlaeus, D., 119, 119n144, 234, 235, 
235n7 

grace, 19n83, 21, 25, 30, 41, 47n6g, 
49, 143, 148, 170—173, 175n127, 
202, 215, 221—223, 242, 263, 304 

Gregorius VII / Hildebrandus, 223, 
227 

Gregory of Rimini, 294, 294n33 

Groe, Th. van der, 169, 169n108 

Groenewegen, H., 242n42 

Grotius, H., 294n33 


Hanschius, 72n193, 256n100 

Hase, Th., 23n102 

Hattem, P. van, 170 

Heidanus, A., 10, 11, 11n47, 11n48, 
11149, IIN5I, 90, 107, 107n98, 179 

Henry IV, 223 

Heraclitus, 34 

heresy, 30, 33n19, 34, 130, 225, 226, 


312 

Hobbes, Th., 6, 6n25, 10, 10n45, 
36n27 

Holtius, N., 16, 16n71 

Hoornbeek (Hoornbeeck), J., 11, 
11150, 12, I2n52, 13, 54, 54099, 
273n188, 290n14, 302n69 

Huber, U., 64, 64n152, 64n154, 
67n166 

Hülsemann, J., 3, 3n8 

hylemorphism, 110, 113, 122, 125, 
234, 237, 238, 242, 243, 326, 
328 


illumination, 38, 46, 47, 49, 62, 140, 
202, 304, 305n78 

imago Dei / image of God, 28, 40, 
41, 41049, 105n89, 122n154, 233, 
258n113, 259, 260, 260n122, 
261, 261n127, 262, 263, 263n133, 
264—267, 273n186, 328 

immortality, 234, 238, 242, 243, 245, 
248—250, 257, 259, 261-263 

incomplete substance, 238, 242, 244, 
251, 252 

infallibility, 39, 51, 52, 60, 150, 153, 
211, 200 

influence (influxus), 137, 146, 156-158, 
158n59, 160, 165-167, 167n99, 
172, 172n116, 192n205, 195, 253, 
253n89, 254 

intellect, 41—44, 52, 60-63, 80, 83, 
102, 103, 122n154, 180, 181, 183, 
196, 236, 243, 261—263, 267, 
272—278 

Irenaeus Philalethius (Pseud.), ro, 
II, 11N47, 90, 91n28, 107n98, 
178n145, 179 

Irenaeus, 11n48, 127 


GENERAL INDEX 387 


Jansenius, C., 203n257 

Jesuits, 159, 167, 174, 176, 319 

Jesus Christ, 31, 39, 57, 135, 151n32, 
199, 199n235, 206, 207, 215, 216, 
220-225, 225n353, 2277231, 235, 
251n82, 267, 299, 304 

Jews, 199, 227-231, 231n387, 271 

Johannes Duns Scotus, see Duns 
Scotus 

John XXII, 227 

Junius, E., 36n28 

justification, 36n27, 202, 222 


Keckermann, B., 29, 30n2, 87n7 

Kepler, J., 128n185 

Kepotyrannus Germanus, 305n78 

Koelman, J., 9n42, 11, 11n48, 12, 
12n52, 50, 53092, 54, 54199, 
2220334, 2270365 

Kuyper, A., 16, 17n72, 37n30, 
260n125, 261n126, 290n13 


Labadie, J. de, 53n94 

Lampe, F.A., 23n102 

Lange, J., 25, 25n106, 25n107 

Lansbergen, Ph., 127, 127n181 

Lansbergius, I., 137n223 

Laporte, J., 208n281 

lawlessness, 188, 189, 191-195, 328 

laws of nature, 95, 106, 108, 110— 
113, 159, 200n237, 207, 208, 211, 
2130299, 254 

Leibniz, G.W., 13, 13n58, 72, 72n192, 
93, 102n78, 103, 103n82, 104, 
IIIDII5, II2DII7, 118n137, 
144, 192, 196, 196n222, 209, 
209n284, 209n297, 258n116, 269, 
269n165, 269n167, 270, 304n77, 
327 

Leucippus, 115 

Leydekker, M., 18n76, 19n82, 
64, 85, 85n3, 93n37, 95, 96, 
96n48, 96n49, 10799, 206, 207, 
207n272, 230n379, 290n14 

liberum arbitrium / free choice / free 
will, 42n51, 15132, 153, 157, 158, 
166, 166n93, 173, 174, 174123, 


175, 175n127, 176n130, 178-180, 
180n150, 181, 182n158, 184, 196, 
295 

logic, 30, 30n4, 31n9, 34, 213, 323 

Lombardus, P., 220n327 

Luther, M., 3n9, 191, 289ni1 


Maccovius, J., 291, 291n20, 292, 
292n21 

Machen, J.G., 329n1 

machine, 185, 254-256, 327 

Macrobius, 88 

Marckius, J., 196, 201n240, 201n242, 
206n271, 208n282, 210n288, 
279n212, 280, 280n213, 280n214, 
290n14, 321, 321n140 

Maresius, S., 8, 8n35, 58n118, 110, 
IIODIO7, 122n155, 266, 266n147, 
268n157, 315n116 

Martyr Vermigli, P., 30n2, 36n28, 
151n32 

Mather, C., 15, 15n69, 16n69 

matter, 89, 91-93, 95, 97, 99, 101, 
106-110, 113-115, 115n127, 118, 
119, 121-124, 124n164, 159, 
168n102, 192, 194, 2130300, 
234, 237, 238, 240, 240n36, 241, 
2517253; 318, 326, 327 

mechanistic, 113, 183, 209, 258, 270 

Meijer, L., 6, 17, 29, 50, 50n80, 
50n81, 51, 51n82, 51n85, 52, 
52n90, 53, 53094, 54, 56, 56n108, 
59, 60, 60n131, 62, 62n143, 
96n5o, 327 

Melanchthon, Ph., gong, 289n11, 
309n94 

memory, 258, 259 

metaphysics, 3n10, 27, 30, 30n4, 
31n9, 34, 70, 72, 87n8, 102, 110, 
119n144, 210, 235n7, 236, 278, 
329, 329n1 

method, 1, 4, 10n46, 13n60, 32, 34, 
35, 45, 73, 215, 217, 218, 225, 281 

middle knowledge (scientia media), 
154, 154n46 

millennarian / millennium, 28n118, 


228, 229n373, 230, 230n379, 231 


368 GENERAL INDEX 


miracles, 27, 72, 78, 108, 128, 
144, 145, 14509, 197, 1970224, 
197n226, 198, 199, 199n235, 
200, 200n237, 200n238, 201, 
201n242, 202, 202n252, 203, 
204, 204n261, 205, 206, 206n271, 
207, 208, 208n281, 208n282, 
209, 209n283, 209n284, 210, 
211, 2111205, 212, 214, 2150307, 
216, 216n312, 217, 219, 241, 266, 
292n24, 328 

Molinaeus, P., 36n28, 63n150 

monad, 103 

monarchy, 306, 307n84, 307n85 

Moor, B. de, 4, 4n17, 100n66, 
105D9I, I32n203, 133, 1330206, 
193n210, 196, 196n219, 196n221, 
201n240, 202n252, 206, 207n273, 
208n282, 210n288, 269n163, 
270, 270n170, 279n212, 280n213, 
292n24 

More, H., 3n10, 71, 94n41, IOI, 
101n69, 168, 168n102, 202, 274 

Moses, 85, 85n1, 104, 104n87, 
105, 107n98, 110, IIONIOQ, III, 
113, II3DI20, II3nI22, 116, 133, 
1351215, 140, 215, 222, 223 

motion, 95, 106—109, III, 117, 119, 
122N154, 123, 130, 132, 1320203, 
136, 145, 146, 160, 162, 165, 186, 
246, 253-255, 264, 326 


Naclantus, J., 152, 152n36 

natural law, 27, 28, 95, 274, 277, 
283, 287, 288, 288n8, 289, 294, 
294n33, 295, 296, 298-300, 302— 
304, 304n77, 305, 306, 308, 312 
312nI05, 323, 328 

naturalism, 197, 201, 211 

Nethenus, M., 13, 13n57, 50, 154n46 

Newton, I., 94, 94n41, 132n203 

Nieuwentijt, B., 132, 132n204, 
133n204, 134, 134n211 


occasionalism, 156, 161, 162, 196, 
256, 256n100 
Osiander, J.A., 18n76 


paresis / aphesis, 224 

particles, 123, 124, 124n164, 253, 258, 
326, 330 

passivity, 46n67, 47n68, 144, 147, 
155, 160, 168, 169, 171, 173, 186, 
187n180, 255 

Paul (Apostle), 31, 76, 77, 222, 228, 
233, 259, 271, 275, 287 

Pelagianism, 179, 181, 181n155 

periods, 4n16, 4n17, 218, 219, 
219n323, 220, 223-225, 230 

Perkins, W., 36n28, 151n32, 271, 
272n185 

permission (Divine), 190, 191, 
191N197, 192-196, 314, 315, 318 

Pfaff, C.M., 25 

philosophical sin, 298 

Phokas, 223 

physics, 34, 60, 68, 85, 85n1, 
104, 104n87, 105, IIO, 115, 116, 
IIQNI45, 122N155, 123, 127, 128, 
130, 132, 132n203, 133, 134, 137; 
139, 141, 157, 165-167, 173, 180, 
188, 194—196, 253-255, 257, 267, 
288, 327 

Pilate, 151n32 

Placcius, V., 20n85 

Plato / Platonism, 32, 34, 35, 


35n23, 35n25, 36, 45n62, 89, 
155, 222n334, 236, 243 

Polyander, J., 40n48, 175n127, 
284n233 

Pomponazzi, P., 201, 202, 202n247 

Pontanus, H., 16n69, 85n2 

Pósaházi, 13n60 

potestas / polentia, 311—915, 319, 321 

pre-established harmony, 144, 162, 
187n183, 253, 255, 256, 256n100, 
259 

predetermination, 145, 157, 166, 179, 
196 

Primary principle / secondary 
principle, 43, 75, 79, 330 

progress, 212, 217, 218, 218n320, 
220—222, 2221334, 223, 224, 226 

Ptolemy, 128 

Pythagoras, 34, 89 


GENERAL INDEX 389 


Ramism, 36, 54, 54n97 

Ramus, P. 9, 126n171 

Raphson, J., 94, 94n41 

regeneration, 15n68, 39, 260, 263 

Regius, H., 234, 236, 237n18, 244n52 

Regius, J., 58n116, 166n92 

revelation, 26, 38, 38n33, 39, 49, 
66-69, 74, 740201, 75, 76, 79> 
88-90, 104, 108, 211n294, 216, 
223, 224, 227, 229, 230n382, 270, 
275, 303, 304, 322n141, 328 

Revius, J., 12, 12n53, 44, 44n61, 
87n8, 88n12, 91, 92, 92n31, 
92n33, 93, 104, 261, 261n127 

Rivetus, A., 40n48, 143, 143n1, 
148n18, 179n147, 190n190, 191, 
191n201 

Röell, H.A., 22, 26, 26n110, 26n113, 
64, 279, 279n211, 282n226 

Rutherford, S., 276n198, 276n200, 
277, 2770204 

Ruvius, 115n126 

Ryssenius, L., 93n37 


Sabbath, 297, 321n139 

Sacroboscus (John of Sacrobosco), 
128 

Savanorola, 238n25 

Scaliger, J.C., 61, 61n137, 124, 
243n44 

Scheunenus, C., 20, 20n85 

Schortinghuis, W., 169, 169n103, 
169nr105, 172, 172n117, 172n118, 
173, 173n119 

secondary causality, 27, 70, 100, 117, 
1171134, 143-150, 151032, 153 
158, 160—164, 166—173, 178, 212, 
257, 260n123, 328 

Servet, M., 147 

sin, 39, 40n45, 41, 42, 44, 44n60, 
51n82, 60, 62, 72, 79, 137n227, 
138, 144, 166, 173, 175, 175n127, 
182n158, 188, 188n187, 189, 
189n189, 1gon1go, 191, I91n197, 
192, 193, 1930205, 194, 195, 
195n218, 196, 196n222, 196n223, 
213, 218, 220, 224, 227, 229, 237, 


261, 263, 278, 280, 281, 293, 294, 
294n33, 295, 298, 302, 302n69, 
311, 313, 315, 318, 319, 328 

Sirmundus, A., 243n44 

Socinianism, 31, 37, 37n32, 38n33, 
56, 174, 235, 312n106 

Socinus, L., 38 

Socrates, 34. 

solipsists, 33 

soul, 2, 3, 3n9, 20, 28, 34, 42, 70, 71, 
78, 92, 121, 121153, 122n154, 123, 
160—162, 168, 168n102, 181, 183, 
184, 233, 233n1, 234-240, 240n34, 
240n36, 241, 241n41, 242, 242n41, 
242042, 243, 244, 244154, 245, 
245n54, 246-248, 248n69, 249 - 
253, 253n89, 254-256, 256n100, 
257, 258, 260-262, 263n133, 264, 
265, 277, 278, 281, 299, 326-328, 
329n1 

Spinoza, B. de, 6, 6n25, 10, 10n46, 
17, 17075, 29, 50n81, 54, 57, 
57n116, 58, 58n120, 59, 62, 
62n142, 62n144, 70, 71, 71n184, 
83, 83n239, 93, 94, 95n46, 96, 
96n51, 97, 97n55, 98, 98n56, 
98n59, 99, 99n62, 100, 101, 104, 
126, 129n190, 137, 145n9, 180, 
181, 196, 206-208, 208n281, 
209, 209n283, 210n288, 251n80, 
256n100, 269, 269n165, 269n166, 
270, 202, 202n229, 302, 302n63, 
302n67, 302n70, 309, 309n93, 327 

Spinozism, 83, 97, 99, IOI, 104, 170, 
196, 207, 251, 304, 327 

Stoa, 36, 153, 155, 266 

Suárez, E, 9, 9n39, 43, 43155; 
43056, 44, 87, 87n8, 88n12, 
115n126, 118, 119n143, 189n190, 
242, 247n64, 272n183, 289n11 

substance, 41, 70, 71, 80-83, 93> 945 
96, 111, 117, 118, 121, 124n164, 
156, 160, 170, 200, 209, 221, 223, 
234—239. 244, 245, 249, 249074, 
250-252, 255, 256, 256n100, 258, 
260, 269, 278, 326-328 (see also 
incomplete substance) 


390 GENERAL INDEX 


substratum, 188, 189, 189n189, 
191-193, 193N207, 194, 195, 250, 
328 

Suetonius Tranquillus (Pseud.), 
10, 10n47, 11, IIn47, 11n48, 
12, 32n14, 33n20, 76n209, 90, 
gon26, 91, 91n28, 91n29, 91n30, 
92, 93, 104, 106, 106n97, 107, 
107n98, 108, 134n208, 137n226, 
197n227, 138n229, 178n145, 
179n148 

sufficient reason, 25, 82, 102n75, 144, 
187, 209, 213 

supernatural, 24, 29, 38, 39, 41, 67, 
74, 740201, 76n205, 77-79, 198, 
200, 202, 202n250, 205, 208-210, 
213, 274, 330 

synderesis, 261, 261n126, 270, 272, 
272n179, 272n183, 273, 273n186, 
273n187, 274, 275, 275n195, 276, 
277, 280, 283 

syneidesis, 276, 277 

Synod of Dordrecht, 40, 60, 143, 
143n2, 143n3, 147 


Tamm, G. von, 18n78 

Taurellus, N., 234, 235n7 

Tertullian, 127 

testimonium Spiritus sancti, 46-49, 62, 
63, 63n150, 64, 67-68 

theologia naturalis / natural theology, 
22, 23, 29, 38, 43, 65-67, 69, 
72, 74, 75, 75202, 75n203, 76, 
76n205, 77, 78, 78n216, 78n217, 
79, 790223, 80-83, 87, 89, 97053, 
110, 162, 187, 207, 233, 263, 
264, 271, 275, 275n196, 277, 
279, 282, 293, 296, 301, 326, 
330 

Thomas Aquinas, 29, 31, 42, 
42n52, 44, 44n58, 106, 106n92, 
115n127, 135, 135n215, 138n228, 
151134, 153, 176n131, 1770134, 
178n144, 179, 19on190, 198, 
198n230, 199n235, 200, 200n238, 
202n249, 203, 203n256, 
234, 238, 238n25, 238n26, 


230n28, 272, 273, 273n186, 
274n199, 274n194, 288, 289, 
28gng, 316n118, 319, 319n134, 
329 

Thomasius, Chr., 13, 14n61 

Thiimmig, L.Ph., 258, 258n111, 
258n112 

Thysius, A., 40n48, 175, 175n127, 
175n128 

Til, S. van, 16, 16n7o, 22n97, 66, 97, 
98n56 

Tilenus, D., 147, 147n16, 147n17, 
2750195 

toleration, 28, 283, 285, 286n244, 
288, 305, 308, 308ng1, 309, 
309n93, 312-316, 316n118, 
316n120, 317-323, 3230149, 
324, 328 

traductio, 278, 328 

Trinity / trinitarian, 26, 26n113, 
312 

‘Tuinman, C., 144, 144n6 

Turrettini, F, 204n261, 219n325 

Twissus, W., 36n28 

Tytz, J., 152n36 


Velde, A. van de, 174n123, 214, 
214n307, 216, 217 

Velsen, B. van, 69n175 

Velthuysen, L. van, 59, 129, 
129n190 

Velzen, C. van, 24n104, 25n108, 
26, 26n114, 160, 160n68, 169, 
169n107, 172, 172n115, 172n116, 
172n118, 230, 230n380, 230n381, 
281, 281n223 

Venema, H., 184, 184n168, 185, 
219n325 

Vitringa Sr, C., 26 

Vitringa, M., 104n88, 174, 174n124, 
176, 188n185, 201n246, 206n271, 
207n273, 253, 253n90, 280n212, 
281n222 

Voet, D., 76n208, 135 

Voet, P., 116n129 

Vogelsang, R., 50, 290n14 

Vries, G. de, 13, 64 


GENERAL INDEX 391 


Walaeus, A., 40n48, 287, 287n1 

Walch, J.G., 18, 18n76, 18n77, 252, 
252n87, 253, 253n88, 253n89, 
253n91, 254n94, 255n96, 256n100 

Walcheren, 26, 26ni12 

Weismann, Chr.E., 18, 18n77 

will, 41-43, 47, 61, 122n154, 144, 147, 
150, 151, 153, 154, 156, 158, 159, 
163, 171, 173, 174, 1740124, 175— 
183, 183n161, 184-186, 186n179, 
187-189, 191, 192, 193n205, 207, 
257» 261—263, 278, 294; 296-298, 
300, 317 

Willetus, A., 274n194, 275n195 

William of Ockham, 291 

Witsius, H, 64, 67n166, 107n99, 
289n11 

Wittich, J., 23, 23n100, 27n115, 70, 
7on180, 98, 98n59, 98n6o, 99, 
99n63, 1ogn106, 182n158 

Wittichius, Chr., 23n101, 59, 
66n160, 92, 92n34, 93, 99n65, 
100n65, 107, 108n104, 109n106, 


1220155, 130, 134, 134n208, 137, 
138, 140, 15550, 159, 159n61, 
168n102, 182, 182n158, 193n205, 
206, 244, 246, 246n57, 264, 
266n147, 268, 268n156, 268n157, 
268n160, 269n162, 298n47, 


327 

Wolff, Chr., 67, 67n167, 93, 102, 
102n75, 103, 103n79, 103n80, 
103n83, 104, 112n117, 209, 
209n284, 210, 210n287, 210n288, 
210n29I, 211, 211n294, 253n88, 
254, 254094, 255, 255n96, 
256n100, 257n109, 258, 258n116, 
269, 270, 270n168, 270n169, 
294033, 303, 303n71, 304, 
323n149 

Wolzogen, L., 53, 53094, 59, 60, 
6on131 

Wttenbogaert, J., 309n94 


Zoványi, E., 22n96 
Zwingli, U., 191 


6.1. 


6.2. 


18. 


19. 


Brill's Series in Church History 


(Formerly Kerkhistorische Bijdragen) 


EDITED BY WIM JANSE 


. A.G. HONDERS. V. Pollanus: Liturgia Sacra (1551-1555). 1970. 


ISBN 90 04 01206 0 


. ©. FATIO. Mhil pulchrius ordine. Contribution à l'étude de l'établissement de la 


discipline ecclésiastique aux Pays-Bas, ou Lambert Daneau aux Pays-Bas (1581- 


1583). 1971. ISBN 90 04 01207 9 


. W. NIJENHUIS. Ecclesia Reformata: Volume I. 1972. ISBN 90 04 03338 6 
. A.G. WEILER. Necrologie, Kroniek en Cartularium C. A. van het Fraterhuis te Doesburg 


(1432-1559). Voorzien van paleografische en boek- archeologische aantekenin- 
gen door A. Gruijs. 1974. ISBN 90 04 03846 9 


. M. HEDLUND (ed.). Epistola de Vita et passione domini nostril. Der lateinische Text 


mit Einleitung und Kommentar kritisch herausgegeben. 1975. 

ISBN 90 04 04186 9 

A.F. MELLINK (ed). Documenta Anabaptistica. 1: Friesland en Groningen (1530- 
1550). 1975. ISBN 90 04 04263 6 

A.F. MELLINK (ed). Documenta Anabaptistica. 2. Amsterdam (1536-1578). 1980. 
ISBN 90 04 06142 8 


. J. VAN DEN BERG and J.P. VAN DOOREN (eds). Pietismus und Reveil. 


Referate der internationalen Tagung: Der Pietismus in den Niederlanden und 
seine internationalen Beziehungen. Zeist 18.-22. Juni 1974. 1978. 
ISBN 90 04 05764 1 


. G.C. ZIELEMAN. Middelnederlandse Epistel- en evangeliepreken. 1978. 


ISBN 90 04 05747 1 


. AJ. LAMPING. Johannes Polyander. Een dienaar van kerk en universiteit. 1980. 


ISBN 90 04 06276 9 


. W.F. DANKBAAR. Documenta Anabaptistica. 3: Marten Mikron: Een waerachtigh 


verhaal der tzamensprekinghen tusschen Menno Simons ende Martinus Mikron van der 
menschwerdinghe Iesu Christi (1556). 1981. ISBN 90 04 06428 1 


. A.F. MELLINK (ed.). Documenta Anabaptistica. 5: Amsterdam (1531-1536). 1985. 


ISBN 90 04 07509 7 


. LB. HORST. Dutch Dissenters. A Critical Companion to their History and Ideas. 


With a Bibliographical Survey of Recent Research Pertaining to the Early 
Reformation in the Netherlands. 1986. ISBN 90 04 07454 6 


. M.G. PITASSI. Entre crotre et savotr. Le probléme de la méthode critique chez 


Jean le Clerc. 1987. ISBN 90 04 08091 0 


. A. HAMILTON (ed.). Documenta Anabaptistica. 6: Cronica; Ordo Sacerdotis; Acta HN. 


Three Texts on the Family of Love, Edited with an Introduction and Summaries 
in English. 1988. ISBN 90 04 08782 6 


. W. NJENHUIS. Ecclesia Reformata: Volume II. 1994. ISBN 90 04 09465 2 
. AF. MELLINK (ed.). Documenta Anabaptistica. 7: Friesland (1551-1601), Groningen 


(1538-1601). Completed by S. Zijlstra. 1995. ISBN 90 04 10101 2 

B.S. GREGORY (ed.). Documenta Anabaptistica. 8: Forgotten Writings of the Menno- 
nite Martyrs. 2002. ISBN 90 04 12087 4 

A. GOUDRIAAN (ed.). Jacobus Revius. A Theological Examination of Cartesian 
Philosophy. Early Criticisms (1647). 2002. ISBN 90 04 12837 9 


20. 


2]. 


22. 


23. 


24. 


25. 


26. 


T.A. BRADY, Jr., K.G. BRADY, S. KARANT-NUNN and J.D. TRACY 
(eds.). Work of Heiko A. Oberman. Papers from the Symposium on His Seventieth 
Birthday. 2003. ISBN 90 04 12569 8 

E.A. DE BOER. John Calvin on the Visions of Ezekiel. Historical and Hermeneuti- 
cal Studies in John Calvin's ‘sermons inédits’, especially on Ezek. 36-48. 2003. 
ISBN 90 04 13183 3 

J.L.R. LEDEGANG-KEEGSTRA. Théodore de Bèze Le Passavant. Édition Cri- 
tique, Introduction, Traduction et Commentaire. 2004. ISBN 90 04 13805 6 
JA. FÜHNER. Die Kirchen- und die antireformatorische Religionspolitik Kaiser Karls V. 
in den siebzehn Provinzen der Niederlande 1515-1555. 2004. ISBN 90 04 14083 2 

J. VREE and J. ZWAAN. Abraham Kuyper' Commentatio (1860). The Young 
Kuyper about Calvin, a Lasco, and the Church. I: Introduction, Annotations, 
Bibliography, and Indices; II: Commentatio. 2005. ISBN 90 04 14940 6 

D. BLANKS, M. FRASSETTO and A. LIVINGSTONE (eds). Medieval Monks 
and Their World: Ideas and Realities. Studies in Honor of Richard E. Sullivan. 
2006. ISBN-10: 90 04 15463 9, ISBN-13: 978 90 04 15463 6 

A. GOUDRIAAN. Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 1625-1750. Gisbertus 
Voetius, Petrus van Mastricht, and Anthonius Driessen. 2006. 

ISBN-10: 90 04 15498 1, ISBN-13: 978 90 04 15498 8 


